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A Catholic Response 
to the Faith and Order Document 
on “Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry” 


After a long process of maiu ration that started m the carl)' days of 
the Faith end Order Movement, (he story of which has been told several 
time* 1 , ihe Cftntmhjitm issued in 1982 the we 1 1 -known agreed SSitlemetil 
on Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry, asking the churches to prepare an 
official response to the text "at the highest appropriate level of 
authority"*. With more than 20 reprints and about 350,01X5 copies 
circulating all over the world in 35 languages, the text can be considered 
a unique bestseller in ecumenical literature, A study of the statement 
was encouraged at all levels — in local ecumenical groups as well as In 
scientific seminars at universities — throughout the churches. Number- 
less articles have been published, scattered in many reviews in various 
languages'- The abbreviation BEM thus stands for an important 
ecumenical event. The joint study of the text brought divided Christians 
together and made them discover not so much their differences, as the 
common beliefs they a I ready share with regard to such central realities 
as the sacraments, baptism and eueharist, the ministry and related 
issues. Along with the official reception of the text by the competent 
authorities of the churches, a perhaps more important process of 
gradual reception has been started at the grassroots. By February 1988 
more than. 170 off dal responses had been received ar the Secretarial of 
the Faith and Order Commission in Geneva. 143 of them have been 
edited by Max Thu nan in the six volumes of the invaluable documenta- 
tion series Churches Respond to ff£M\ 
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Since the Qencritl Assembly of the Wt'C ill Uppsala in IdhH, the 
Rom an -Catholic Church has been inking part in the Failb and Order 
Commission. Qf the I2t) members of the Commission, twelve urc 
officially appointed Catholic theologians, who participate on ;aii f l|UmI 
footing wi cli other members in the activities of this branch of the iVorUi 
Council a} C/inrrJlti. in fact the contribution to Faith and Order is ill 
present the most significant area of collaboration between Rome and 
Geneva, Its importance has been recognized by both ecdesiiil centers,. 
For many Catholic observes of the various projects of the WC(\ Faith 
and Order work is the one dealing most specifically with the essentials 
of ecumenism and as sueli most consonant wiih its proper function in 
promoting Chrisilun unity, This conviction has ^iven a forceful Impetus 
to the Catholic participation in F&0-work\ 

Hie coni ri but ion of several Catholic theologians to 3 S IM has been 
very significant. Having, been Involved in the process of drafting the 
statement the Roman -Catholic Church could, mn stand aloof when the 
churches were invited to respond in an official way. Following n period 
tlf Study, the St'(‘rt'lari(Ii fi/r i'rttmfrliitft Osriftfan Unity published on July 
21, 1^7 iter espouse to IU-.M" As steps leading to the official answer we 
have to mention first of all u wealth of contributions and assessments, 
publish i-d by individual Catholic theologian", and ecumenists through- 
out Ihe world. Moreover, the Seer etarkf for Prompting Oirtatoft Unity 
1ms sponsored a format process of reflection and si udy. In art address 
held in Columbia $-C. t USA on September 12, l L Ati7, Cardinal Willeh- 
runds provided a description of this process', bust the Kpcreturial for 
Promoting Chmtian Unuy, which coordinated the procedure, invited 
the episcopal con I'cre nets, the theological faculties and individual 
theologians to study Ihe document and to make known their views, 
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Many reactions were thus collected ai the Secretariat. These were 
analyzed and studied by the staff with the help of a learn of cun sulla nts. 
who drew up a draft response. Taking into account (he material, the 
drafting team did not merely compile a summary of the observations 
received, but worked out its own coherent response. The Latter was then 
finalized in collaboration with the Congregation for t he Doctrine of the 
Faith. In view of this collaboration between the local churches anti ihe 
central authority of the church. Cardinal Willebiands designates the 
document “a unified Catholic response 1 ’. As we have already seen, ’'an 
official response to the texf was to be formulated “at the highest 
appropriate level of authority’".. The Secretarial for Promoting Christian 
Unity is indeed regarded as such an appropriate level, because not being 
a member of the WCC it “'is the office through which the Holy See 
normally makes contact and undertakes collaboration with it. Thus the 
response is made on the level of the normal relationship between the 
Secretarial and the World Council of Churches"" 1 . 

On receiving Ihe response Giiniber GaBmenri, the director oi the 
Secretariat of Faith and Order, underlined, as also Cardinal VVilleh- 
rands did, (he fact that, it marks the first time that the Raman-Catholic 
Church has officially responded to an ecumenical doniwneni''- Tlie text 
is thus the official response asked for, Hut it does not intend to overrule 
other Catholic responses. It would be a further contribution to the 
discussion to publish some of the materials that have been sent to the 
Secretariat for Promoting Christian Unity w . The Vatican response 
modestly calls itself "a Catholic response", a contribution 10 the 
ongoing dialogue. Yet, because of the weight of the CalhoLic Church in 
the ecumenical process, it is of course an important one, that will be 
cximined closely. The drafters of the text were well aware of this, From 
the outset one should warn against overcharging the document. What 
E,J r Kilmartin remarks ahout the section on ihe eucharisi applies 
equally to the whole document: it does not attempt to offer a complete 
systematic treatment and does not deal with all areas of theology and 
practice concerning baptism, cucharist and ministry". The 5ecr*flcrmrj 


1 tbirt.. p. 572. 

* EPS tf7.(W.32, p. 31, Sec ter tardiniiJ WpllebNimt: (J^™. ft [UM) 572. 
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1 Edward J. Ki3.haslt]n, "The Official Vatican Response co BEM: E u c hi □ ri es " . 
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for promoting Christum Unity prevents a commentary on an existing 
text, ami is ;ts such conditioned: by it. It responds by going ih rough the 
text in a very analytical way and writing its observations “in the 
margin". This procedure renders the reading of the Response rather 
laborious (or those who are not familiar with BLM and do not have the 
text in hand. 


First Reactions to the Response 

Besides the translations of the Response and a few short notices 
about it. only few detailed comments have appeared to date. 

I he first to react was, as could be expected. Gunther GaBmunn, 
the director of the Secretariat o( Faith and Order. According to an 
official press Tdease published in Geneva, he made four points 1 -, f irst, 
as we have already mentioned, he noted that the Rom an 'Catholic 
Church has for the first time officially responded to an ecumenical 
document, affirming thereby "in a concrete, authoritative and unambi- 
guous manner its commitment to and full participation in the one and 
comprehensive ecumenical movement *. Secondly, he observed that 
critical comments are presented as suggestions for further work in f aith 
and Order. However he rightly added: “ 1 hesc cominenis ... may lead to 
a fruitful debate also within the Roman-Catholic Church concerning its 
own doctrinal and ecumenical position". He further quoted the fle- 
sponsc's staicmem, saying that the acceptance of some seciions by ihe 
churches can lv a means of deepening ihc already existing communion 
and of advancing towards ihc goal of lull visible unity, laistly he 
mentions Ihc encouragement given hy the Response to multilateral 
dialogue. 

Soon thereafter Beams Brenner published a quite polemical leader 
in AfD. the Protestant Materialdienst des Konfasionskttndlkhen Insti- 
tuts Bensheim 1 '. under the title Forward towards Rome'. 1 I Vorwarts 
nach Rom?)- "As to the subject matter the Roman Response offers 
nothing new", ft manifests no willingness to learn from the experience 
of others and to be changed by it. According to Rome. “Lima is a step in 
the right direction with its concentration on baptism, euchartst and 
ministry". Whereas Lima concedes loo much in the eyes of Protestants. 


u [.PS K7.1W.J2. p. Jt. 
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it lacks precision in a Catholic view. The Response witnesses to the 
general commitment of the Catholic Church to the ecumenical cause, 
friiT does not leave roo-m Cor maneuvering on decisive questions 
"'According lo (he Roman-Catholic conception the unity of the Church 
cannot be reached at a leaser price than iht recognition of the full 
Catholic doctrine". "'Does not the catch-word read: 'W^ don’t step 
backwards, but forwards to RomeT - — Who wants to work in that 
direction, must say it, Who holds that direction for a disaster, should 
not keep silent 1 '. TTie concluding paragraph passes a judgment (hat goes 
far beyond the Roman Response, and instead involves the whole 
process of the reception of BHM. 

Indeed, it would he wt nng to ovciratc the Catholic snw to Lima. 
3 1 is in continuity with the pm^ut ecumenics of convergence Lima hai 
tried to Ijjcafc through the neuttillty oF convergence on pfiper through 
statenumls. and to iiUruducc concrete points fur ll eummun ecumenical 
future of our churches. At the end of the reception process, only points in 
direction of one own's confession are offered as responses. To that extern 
the attempt of Lima must be considered a failure. The ecumenical signal 
is no! for carrying on. hut for a new beginning”. 

As nil initial reaction from an institute that lias always been critical 
of developments within the Catholic Church and of the Limn-lcxt, this 
article contains a quite understandable disappointment. Nonetheless, 
the reception process deserves much more palicncc than is evident 
here, 

InieretiingEy yrtcugh, another Protestant commentator, A.J, 
Bronkbo-rst, comes more or loss to the same conclusion at the end of a 
free tramslnliun and presentation of ihc Response in Kerk en 
Theahgie™. From ilt ecclesiofogical self-understanding the Roman- 
Catholic Church views as acceptable progress in the ecumenical work of 
Faith and Order only "a progress in the Roman-Catholic direction" 1 *. 
Hronkhorst Finds in the Response several points that are quite unaccept- 
able for I he Protestant churches. 

Does iloi the R.C. Response l-u lhe BEM-repmi suggest somewhat 
too easily that God’s Spirit comes to us only From Rome? And (hat the 
authentic aposLulii: succession with regard k? the apostolic faith, lhe 
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apostolic (iiiEiiMirv tinhU ill e upDstnlh: Ctiristaiin way ol living rciicltirt us 
(lflly ’Trom iiVef [felt Alps 1 '? Wills :ill rL j speel for 1 Iil- reply ihc muhort of 
Ihc R.C« iinswr* to the l-mlth ;inO Orier-Huper IN have jLiven n< u l 
coming lo huvc difficulty wills is 11 , 

On Use: Culhdic side very Hide has teen published on ihc Rtsponst 
13 mil now. Among the flrs-i ru jci L tucih there h the article of Piursaiidro 
Vsnmn with the encourngjnjj title Uft'ufirtx importtmii' luppa rrrfrarpiflu- 
J’J-cj camentco (Anoiiwr Impormt sttigt h\ tin* tcummlcal four* u-yj in La 
CMtf CuttoUca iH i 3 is presenting the process thsit led to BBM ami the 
importance of ihc Githobc answer he J wells especially upn n its 
dtidcftioLoguial jagnificuncc. However VaiiKiin\ exaggerated statement 
Hint ’’out of ils own identity tile Catholic Church is cn tilled to speak in 
the name of the perennial ami universal twdc sic logy umkr^ood ami 
Intended hy our Lord. Jesus"'" only mjtvus to strenglheii the suspicion* 
of a Bren ner. Broil khorst anil many other l*rotesiunl observers. 

Three articles published in Eztwimiwt Trends discuss the various 
parts of the Rttp&n&t: Kevin Irwin ileub wilh haplitun, Edward 3. 
Kilmarlin with Ihc eucharist iuid Joan M. McGuire with ministry' 1 ", The 
three contributions contain some valuable remarks on ihe document of 
the Srt'rtw r/drr for Promoting Christina Unify . While the authors point 
to some limns of the RrSfume* their overall assessment ss i)uiie positive 
<e*i in ihc article on baptism: 

... It must hi- asserted Lhal together twlh tSIiM and ihc Vatican 
r^SjMum; in si rk a new and mn^ serious ptuisi; iit ongoing ecumenical 
Micrumentai eoruieittus boils from the perim of view of ajjKcuwist ranched 
ikhd of method to H' employed in hi n her ecumenical jacramcntiih 
ixinvcrsiitiuns' 1 . 

With regard co the text on cuchurist, Kilniimiil stales. 

Te UNiy m which C K fihe Catholic Response] handles tlic*c themes, 
furnishes vntuuhle information ahum where tin; Catholic Church now 
suusch in the procesMif the movement of Christian ehurdns uvmiteI ihc 
goal tsf 3nh ccumeniciLl profettiofl of eucttoristic faith* 1 , 

1 fM,* hft, 

IH Piust-now Vmikan, H tln'iJi ru imiwrnwnc mppfl net eiimmitw ceumeiiteo: !U 
ris|>twl;i EiillutiCn ;il UEM", Ltr fiiJfoa CmiflfliM 13V 4 1 'JMSl 1, 2 ft-248, 

M Itoil.,, 242. 
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Ami McGuire observe!; that die lengthy uppmi$al on niiiiisc ry — 
"longer than other published responses" — is 11 positive and prodding", 
although it '’provides oilier eEinrches wiih many transformative prod- 
duigs. It lacks, perhaps, transformative proddmgs for the Catholic 
ChuretT" 


A Preliminary Question; “The Frith oj the Chvrrft through the Ages'" 

These comments may help us to evaluate the Catholic response. 
But first we should recall the questions posed by (he Fatih iuid Order 
Coni mission. In fact (hey had to guide the replies of Ihe churches and 
gave them also an interesting parallel structure; 

... the CuiiiniLvHun would Ire pleased to It now its precisely as possible 

— die extent in which your church l.ih recngnjifjr in this text the imth of 
(lie Church through the it^o: 

die cLHisequenees yuurchcrch dm draw from ihis text for Lis relations 
and dialogues widi other churches, purtjculiirly with those churches which 
alto recounted the tost as an expression of ihe tpottolk faith; 

— the guidance ynur church cm take form tills text tor its worship, 
fill ica L h uui I . eilliCuL. and spirtOial life ami wilncsvl 

— die suggestions your church can make for the ongoing work of frith 
anil Order nsit relates the material of this text on baptism, I'ucharisi iuid 
Ministry to its Lung-rungc research protect ■‘Towards the Common 
Eixpressioii of the Apostolic E-nidi Today*. 

1 Etc Itrsi question receives the greatest at I curst m in the Response, 
However, il rakes a preliminary he rrneneutieiil question, What istitemd 
by "(he faith of the Church through the ages"? We have seen in the 
reviews of the firm ructions to the Response how cruet Jtl tire cceicsiulo- 
gicalijisnc is, For precisely (his iswe is involved in the first question, On 
whitl ccdosinlogical stand docs the Response rely? 

ht the intention of the Faith anti Order Com mission the question 
about recognising the L 'l'aith of ihe Church through the ages" was me mil 
to expatriate the churches somewhat from their own confessional 
nrtninlics by opening ti broader Etornmn. "a common Christian Tradi- 
tion or, us explained by the Montrttal Conference, "the Tradition of 
the Gospel testified in Script ur'c, transmitted in mid l>y ihe Church 


11 Juan M, Mcdiana-. rJsiif.. .|J 
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through the power of the Holy Spirit". The phrase thus refers to "the 
continuity with the apostles and the teachings of the universal Church 
It seems interchangeable with “the expression of the apostolic faith 
Glancing through the volumes of Churches Respond to BUM, however, 
one does not find much reflection on the meaning of the “faith of the 
Church through the ages". Some answer in a quite general way that they 
do recognize its validity to a certain extent, Others express some 
perplexity. The Baptist Union of Great Britain and Ireland ih>es not 
find this form of question particularly meaningful or significant* *’. For 
the Methodist Church (UK) it is not clear what is meant by the phrase 
and its authors propose a descriptive and a prescriptive understanding". 

1 he Church of Sweden has the same difficulty: the phrase is regarded as 
ambiguous, in that the churches will have lo attribute different mean- 
ings to the expression'. In fact almost all the churches great I \ depend 
on theiT own confessional positions and indicate how consistent or 
inconsistent BRM is with Orthodox, Catholic, Anglican, Reformed or 
Wesleyan theology. Lukas Vischer has observed that, when the Cum* 
mission s work happens to agree with a particular tradition, it is termed 
"highly significant", but. when it does not. it is usually labelled 
"insufficiently developed'-' 1 . 

The Catholic response does provide its interpretation ol the “faith 
of the Church through the ages'*. At first sight its position is just as 
decidedly confessional as the other ones. It could therefore hardly 
escape the bon mot of Lukas Vischer, After close examination one has 
to conclude that terms such as “Catholic Church", “Catholic teaching", 
“Catholic practice" are used in an ambiguous way. Sometimes they 
have their full ecclesiological meaning, referring to “catholicity", as a 
note of the Church. Sometimes they clearly have a limited “confession* 
a!" meaning, expressing a clear distinction from the other Christian 
churches. Furthermore, often one can not discern what the meaning is. 
Again and again a rather indefinite “we" occurs. At times the approach 
is quite western and latin. Besides contingent limitations, which are 


The quotes are from BEM, Preface, p, is and x. 
a ' Churches Respond to BEM, l, 73, 

" Churches Respond to BEM. It. p. 212-213. 

* Chltrchn Respond 10 BEM, II, 124, But also: ox.. It. 20Gf. (United Methodist 
Church, Central anil Southern Europe); [I, 2MI (Churches of Christ in Australia), II, 
3161 I M'ssmn Covenant Church of Sweden); 111 . 132 ( I utheran Church - Missouri Synod): 
III, 23 1 (Baptist Union of Scotland). 

According to Mtoutu Kinmuon, Why it Matttn. p. 17. 


A ( ATI lout RLSTONSE TO THE FAIT AND ORDER DDL I MI M 


671 


inevitable in every document, the approach is linked to the ccclesiolo- 
gical self-understanding of the Catholic Church, which the Response 
indicates in a particular paragraph by referring to Lumen Gentium and 
Umtatis Redintegratio. The document does not intend, however, to 
“elaborate on the full Catholic eodesiological self-understanding” (5). 
It is quite possible that the misunderstandings the document seeks to 
prevent come from less ecumenical-minded circles, which would consid- 
er the very fact of answering BEM as a relativisation of the Catholic 
position. In the Catholic Church — as indeed in all other churches — 
the interpretation of the “faith of the Church through the ages" is linked 
to its faith about the Church and its role in the economy of salvation. 
Like the Orthodox churches * 11 ', however, the Roman-Catholic Church, 
because of its elaborate ecclesiology, grants a higher rank in the 
hierarchy of truths to the Church. At Vatican il the fathers tried to 
express their faith in the Church within an ecumenical context, by 
stating that “the Church of Christ subsists in the Catholic Church" and 
by acknowledging the existence of ecclesial elements in other churches 
and ecclesial communities 31 . Further reflection is needed to determine 
how far involvement in the one ecumenical movement already has a 
(rue ccclesiological relevance which must be expressed in terms of 
reconciled ecclesial communion. Not only Faith and Order, but Catho- 
lic theology too must focus more directly on this aspect of ecclesiology. 
if future dialogue is to be fruitful. 

In this light a reflection on the expression, “faith of the Church 
through the ages" would be welcome. It cannot be seen as a kind of 
yardstick by which to measure the doctrine and practices preserved in 
some ecclesiastic museum. I would like to compare it with the common 
and more comprehensive horizon in which all particular expressions are 
imbedded. No church disposes of this horizon, but all exist within its 
reach, as long as they remain faithful to their apostolic origins. It 
transcends their concrete existence and at the same time has to come to 
life in them. Or it can be said to be the Church's blood and lymph, 
running through and feeding its body. Ultimately it escapes a fully 
adequate expression, even if any ccclcsial community has to express it in 


*’ See c.g. ihc Statement ot the Russian Orthodox Church in Chun he* Respond let 
BEM. II 10-11. 

11 Francis A. Suluvan. "Suhsisut tn". One in Christ 22 ( 19K6) 1 15-133. See also: In: 
“*Su«iMe' la Chicsu ncUu Chk-sa catlollca rom-ana?". In: Vaticano II: Biiancin 
Proxpttsii* venticinque atuti dopo /1962-IW7), a cura di Ren£ Latovrelle. Assisi: 
Cituidclla 1VK7. II, 811-823. 
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words and practices that arc colored by the cultural and social limita- 
tions of time and space. Each church believes it can describe its faith 
with authority and in an authentic way. The ground of its certainty, 
however, lies in God's faithfulness. No church will ever exist without 
the tension between what it actually confesses as its faith and the reality 
it intends. 

It is proper to the ecumenical dialogue that all churches have to 
confess in some way or another their faith in being the Church of Christ. 
So does ihe Catholic Church, when it confesses that the "unitv of the 
one and only Church which Christ bestowed on his Church from the 
beginning ... continues to exist (“subsistit in")' in the Catholic Church 
as something she can never lose, and we hope lhai it will continue to 
increase until the end of time” 11 . Yet every church's faith and particular 
tradition are challenged by the larger context of the universal Church of 
Christ, the ecumenical commonwealth wherein it is viewed in relation 
to the others. The phrase in question has to be read in Ihe light of an 
hermeneutics of unity, by asking what it might mean for reconciliation 
and communion and how it might serve this purpose. 


Presentation of the Response 

The answer presented by the Secretariat for Promoting Christian 
Unity consists of five parts: l. Introduction - II. The Ongoing Work of 
Faith and Order - III. It EM and the Faith of the Church, which 
constitutes the central piece in which the three documents are discussed 
at length - IV. Consequences of REM for Ecumenical Relations and 
Dialogue - V. Conclusion. 

Rather than summarizing a document that is now easily available " 1 
and recommends itself for reading, I will dwell on some points that 
deserve special attention. 

In the Introduction the significance of Faith and Order and of the 
evolution that led to BEM — "perhaps the most significant result of the 
movement so far" { 2) — are positively apreciated. Referring to Unitatis 
Redintegratio , the Response underlines the urgency of Christian unity 
and sees in the convergence text, “if it were accepted, .. an important 
step forward in the ecumenical movement" (4). With its answer the 
Secretariat means to affirm its involvement in the ecumenical process. 


u SUttlVAN, u.c. Klti. 

11 Unitatis retOntegratio 5 r 
" See note 6. 
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Thus, in rcspundsng Id HFM. we seek hoth in identify and uknmt- 
leUi’c the achievement, the forward sieps chat have been taken thus fat 
and j.r ihe same time Lu see ouncLvcs pamcipalirp in a process which 
must continue toward rhe goat of (he visible unity of Christians. The 
Li mi [atiuns of the domme nt aLso Limit the Fenpc of nur refiponre. Rut we 
wish to affirm the process and to see it continue iu flourish (4). 

This commitment goes beyond the immediate task of providing art 
answer and entails participation in a wider process. It could not be taken 
for grunted that the Catholic Church would answer at all- 

We have already noted that the paragraph on Catholic Ecclesiolo* 
gicai Seif- Understanding is important, It forms the ccclesiological 
background of ninny questions which are dealt with in the document. 
Without elaborating on the full Catholic ecdeskik?Encal sclF- 
underctundingt the Response states quite rightly die importance of the 
study of ecdesiology for the ecumenical movement: “it. must come more 
and more into the center of the ecumenical dialogue" (5). The same 
advice Can be found in other responses published Ln Churches Respond 
to BEM ]i . 

In the second section. The Ongoing Work of Eailh and Ordfr. the 
answer offers some suggestions in this regard summing up questions 
that are dispersed through the document. Three critical issues are 
proposed for consideration hy the Faith and Order Commission: 
Sacrament and Sacramentality, ApOStoRc Tradition and Authority in the 
Church, The Response asks for a “further and deeper ecumenical 
exploration of the notion of sacrament and sacramentality", for “further 
study and clarification on the precise nature of apostolic tradition" and 
of the nature of authorin' in the Church, “a key issue for the progress of 
ecumenism" (h-9). All three are intimately related to the broader field 
of ccdcsiology. The Response thus seems to return the ball back to the 
Faith and Order Commission, But in slating that ccclcsiotogy is a crucial 
issue, the Catholic Church too must examine what ii$ answer is in the 
tighr of the evclcsiological diaEIcng provided by the ecumenical dia- 
logue. It is not enough to ask for clearer definitions and greater 
precision, with the perhaps mistaken expectation chut by doing so. Faith 
and Order will arrive at the right “Catholic"' answer. The Catholic 
Church itself has to elaborate in this context a contribution that will 
foster unity among the churches — in faithfulness to the evangelical 
core of its own witness. 
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Overall Evaluation 

In the third section, HEM and she faith of the Church, the three 
documents on Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry arc scrutinized, First a 
general appreciation of each text is given. In a longer section the 
particular comments then follow in the form of marginal comments on 
the various paragraphs, t hus, the whole section is somewhat fragmen- 
tary and now and then repetitive. The tone seems at times like that of a 
schoolmaster — “well-explained", “well-presented”. On the whole the 
judgement is outspokenly positive. Regarding buptistn the Response 
declares that the text is “grounded in the apostolic faith received and 
professed by the Catholic Church" (9), that the faith of the church is 
well-stated on such important points as the Christ-centeredness or 
baptism and the role of the Holy Spirit, its sacramental reality, its 
celebration, its institution by Christ, and its nature as God’s gift which 
demands our human response and responsibility ( 1 1lf). Elsewhere the 
text is appreciated as “an invitation to a deep baptismal spirituality' 
(13). Further still: “the text about the celebration of baptism is 
liturgjcaliy rich and includes all of the classical elements related to that 
celebration" (15), With regard to the cueharist 

Catholics can recognize ... much that corresponds to the understand- 
ing and practice of the apostolic laith or ... the faith of the church through 
the ages < 16). 

Among the points especially appreciated arc mentioned: the 
sources used, particularly the classical liturgies of the first millennium 
and the patristic theology, the trinitarian. Christologieal and eschatolo- 
gical dimension, the explanation of the action of the church in the 
eucharistic prayer, the central place that is given to the cueharist in the 
church’s worship, the implications for ccdesioiogy and mission When 
treating of ministry the Response is also able to single out several points 
for special appreciation: the terminology used, again the Trinitarian. 
Christologieal and ecclesiologieal dimension of the text, “the well- 
balanced description of the ordained ministry as the result of God's 
gratuitous initiative and of a commissioning by the church....", the 
openness to a sacramental understanding, the presentation of the 
threefold ministry, and the pastoral perspective of the text (25f. ). It is 
important to highlight the overall positive evaluation before considering 
some of the major criticisms. 
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Baptism 

In the section on baptism the Response mentions particularly the 
following points, without elaborating on them. It finds that the Lima- 
paper “does not give adequate attention to the implications of the fact 
that a person is baptized within a particular fellowship in a divided 
Christianity" (11). Besides stating the fact that BEM does not deal 
explicitly with the question of the necessity of baptism for salvation, it 
also regrets that the question of original sin, or at least the underlying 
understanding of universal human sinfulness and need for salvation, 
which has had a profound influence on baptismal doctrine and practice, 
remains obscure in the text (12). Consequently, it asks “that the 
doctrine of original sin, both in name and content, be explicitly 
incorporated into the discussion on the meaning and effects of baptism" 
(12). Such a discussion, however, would be rather complicated, not so 
much because the partners would not agree on the universal sinfulness 
of humanity and its need for salvation, but because of the divergent 
understandings of “original sin” not only in modem theology and in the 
Oriental but also in the Occidental tradition. 

Regarding baptismal practice the document takes up the con- 
troverted question of the baptism of believers and infants. It fully 
recognizes the merits of the treatment, but asks nevertheless that the 
common ground between these two positions be clarified- One should 
not too easily gloss over the fundamental difference between the two 
positions, which for example causes the Baptist Union of Scotland to 
stale that “There arc at least two baptismal theologies and practices 
each of which has very different presuppositions"- 17 . The Response finds 
the distinction between infants and believers inadequate, because the 
former are also members of a believing community, The term adults is 
preferred to believers. But the point for the Baptists is not the 
stipulation of adulthood, but rather the view “according to which 
baptism is received by those — adults, young people, and children 
whose faith has been awakened by the gospel" 1 *. Perhaps the criticism 
of the Response does not sufficiently take into account the difference on 
the one hand between conversion/baptism upon a personal profession 
of faith as it is practiced for theological reasons in Baptist churches, and 


" Churches Respond to BEM, III, 235. 

** Union of Evangelical t ree Churches in Ihc GDR. Churches Respond u> BEM, IV, 


192. 


67 ft 


J[ «F- VF.RCRIjYSSEL S I 


on the other hand baptism of adults as a pastoral reaction to "indiscri- 
minate 1 ' baptism (14). 

Finally the Response comments on the relation between "baptism 
— chrismation — confirmation '. This point is significant for very 
different reasons, not only in the dialogue with Protestants* but also 
with Orthodox churches, as can be seen in the latest document of the 
Orthodox-Catholic International Dialogue, Faith, Sacraments and the 
Unity of the Church 1 *, The use of the same word confirmation for quite 
different realities permits terminological confusion to enter the discus- 
sion, Protestant churches rejected confirmation as a sacrament but 
recuperated it ns a public confession of faith coupled with the admission 
to full membership in the congregation* The Orthodox churches 
celebrate the three sacraments of initiation in one single rite. The 
assertion in the Response that the emergence of a distinctive sac- 
ramental rite is both a normative development in the faith of the Church 
and a part of the liturgical process of Christian initiation that can stand 
on its own as a sacramental celebration matches the two objections ( 15). 
However* the statement that it is a normative development” cannot be 
understood in an exclusive way. it expresses only the legitimacy of such 
an evolution in the West. In fact in a quite nuanced treatment of the 
question the Orthodox -Catholic International Commission staled re* 
centlv that: 


this pattern [the administration of the three sacraments in one 
celebration] remains the ideal for both churches since ii corresponds the 
most exactly possible to Hie appropriation of the scriptural and apostolic 
tradition accomplished by the early Christian churches which lived in lull 
communion with each other " 1 


Eucharist 

The particular comments on the ettcharisi deal with the previous 
reconciliation of sinners through the sacrament of penance. What is 
said* however, seems to minimize the explicit confession of sins and the 
absolution that are part of the Protestant rite, as a preparation for 
communion. Regarding the sacrificial nature of the euchansi, the 
document contends that the term "intercession’ in BHM is loo weak to 
express ihe sacrificial character. 


" SFCU Information Srrvicf U%7). n. M, pp 
40 SPCU f Information Srrvicf (i9S7>, n. 64. p. tS7. § 46. 
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Since ihe High Priest is the crucified and risen l.ord, his offering of 
sell on the cross can be said to be “made eternal 1 ’. His glorified body is 
the body of the Lord offered once-for-all (2D). 

Moreover: 

Correspondingly, the description of the church's activity in the 
eucharist as thanksgiving and intercession needs to be filled out by some 
reference to the self-offering of the participants of the eucharist, made in 
union with the eternal “self-offering” of Christ (20) 41 . 

The Response is very appreciative of the treatment of the real 
presence and recognizes its conformity to authentic doctrine. However, 
an objection is made to Commentary § 13 in BEM where the difference 
among the churches concerning the mode of Christ's real, living and 
active presence is described, i he question whether this difference can 
be accommodated within the convergence formulated in the text itself, 
is answered quite forcefully: it cannot! 

... we must note that for Catholic doctrine the conversion of the 
elements is a matter of faith and is only open to possible new theological 
explanations as to the “how” of the intrinsic change. The content of the 
word '"transubstantiation" ought to be expressed without ambiguity. For 
Catholics this is a central mystery of faith, and they cannot accept 
expressions that arc ambiguous (22)‘ i: . 

A similar objection is voiced when BEM $ 15 is addressed, which 
concerns bread and wine as the sacramental signs of Christ’s body and 
blood. The sacramental sign must be linked to the intrinsic change, 
“whereby unity of being is realized between the signifying reality and 
the reality signified" (22). A further objection is made to the manner in 
which the presence of Christ in the consecrated elements after the 
celebration is treated. What does denial of this point mean for one's 
understanding of real presence and the reality of the conversion? (24). 
No doubt: “Further work must be done on this”. In Catholic theology 
too further work is required on a large scale, an effort must be made to 
propose new theological evpla nations of the eucharist ic faith based 
upon a richer understanding of the biblical roots of the eucharist and 
their reception in the patristic tradition of East and Wesi, Reflection 


" See also Response, p. 21: “But the Catholic (tilth links the sacrificial aspect ol Hie 
eucharist to I he sacrament of the body and blond more closely than is done in the text". 
c Cfr. BEM, p. 12 ji 13 and commentary (13), 
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upon the bilateral and multilateral ecumenical dialogues should 
moreover help to overcome the medieval and scholastic narrowing 
down of the doctrine, which has been further accentuated by the 
controversies with the Protestants concerning tramubsUttuiation, One 
wonders whether “ambiguity" car be totally excluded. For “ambiguity” 
does not depend only on the way. always inadequate, of expressing a 
reality that transcends us infinitely, but also on the subjective context in 
which the expression and its interpretations are received and under- 
stood. 

With regard to eucharistic sharing, a most crucial issue in ecumenic- 
al relations, the Response stales that “it is impossible for ihe Catholic 
Church presently to engage in general cucharistic sharing” (25). The 
qualifier ‘’general'' refers to the fact that the guidelines on the participa- 
tion in the eucharisl allow the possibility of a limited and occasional 
sharing. The document recalls the ccclcsia! dimension of the action: “it 
is unity in the profession of faith that constitutes the core of ecclesial 
communion” 


41 


Ministry 


The general appreciation of the part of HF.M on ministry opens 
with a paragraph indicating some of the difficulties met in dealing with 
this crucial issue: 


The statement on ministry deals wills one of the central ami most 
complex themes in ecumenical conversations. We are well aware that 
perhaps none of the churches or ecclesial communities represented in the 
Faith and Order Commission can find its faith and practice in regard to 
ministry fully reflected and stated in this document in precisely the way 
that it has understood ami experienced it. It is necessarily influenced by 
the variety of views and practices present in the Faith and Order 
Commission. Furthermore, the ministerial structures of the churches and 
communities divided front one another are not only marked by differing 
theologies, hut have also been affected by various historical and sociolo- 
gical developments within the churches which contribute heavily to 
shaping their identity...*^'. 

' 1 Sec also: Response, p. 3K: "This |thc impossibility of cucharistic sharmp | is because 
the notion nf cucharistic sharing for the Catholic Church is intimately related to other basic 
factors such as unity in the whole faith of the church and particularly in regard to the church 
and the ministry'', 

u Response, p. 133f. Also p. 134: "... who will discern God's will m various 
developments and with what authority, arc left open.. Therefore the question of authority 
in l he church must he studied in relationship to ministry". 
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The difficulty, to which this introductory statement is pointing, is 
not of a particularly theoretic or theological nature. It is largely 
determined by historical, social and socio-psychological developments, 
that have shaped the structural and juridical identity of the churches — 
not to mention some of their confessional idiosyncrasies — , and even 
their outward ceremonial expression. In all churches the ministerial 
order has become a major feature of ecclesial identity, The intimate 
relation between contingent structures and their exterior shape on the 
one hand, and the ineluctable fundamental theological dimension of 
ministry on the other, render the discussion one of the most complex in 
the ecumenical dialogue. 

Having already noted the positive appreciation of the Response to 
the presentation of ministry in BEM, we now turn to its critical remarks. 

As a general but fundamental criticism, the Response points to the 
ecclesiological weakness of the treatment, and asks that future dialogue 
draw special attention to the ‘"spiritual and sacramental dimension of 
the Church and its ministry", Because “in a real and effective sense the 
Church is an icon of the presence of God and his kingdom in the world", 
the Church and its ministry must be considered in their mutual relation 
( 26 ). 

What is the weight to be given to the argument from antiquity? 
Most Protestant churches criticize this way of arguing as prejudicial to 
the authority of God's Word and as overdependent on Tradition. The 
Catholic answer on the contrary is sympathetic to it. But it is insufficient 
merely to state this fact without reflecting on the normativity of such 
antiquity and the authority that must discern such developments 44 . 

In the Particular comments on BEM, Ministry II, “The Church and 
the Ordained Ministry", the Response calls for a sacramental ecclesiolo- 
gy, and thus asks for further qualification of the concept of “representa- 
tion*’: 


... through its relation to the Archetypes Christ, the ordained 
ministry is in and for the Chureh an effective and sacramental reality by 
which a minister acts in persona Christi. (...) We should not hesitate to 
see, in light ol tradition something of Christ's real and sacramental 
presence in the ordained minister: a particular sign among others (29). 

Therefore, the Catholic faith also holds that the eucharist must be 
presided over by an ordained minister. 


“ BEM. p. 29. 
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Furthermore, Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry could not but treat 
the ministry of men and women in the church (II D) and the controver- 
sial issue of the admission of women to the ordained ministry. The 


Response recognizes that the experience of churches which practice the 
ordination of women inevitably constitutes a challenge to the Catholic 
position, but states at the same time its belief that the church has no 
authority to change what is believed to belong to the apostolic tradition 
and is linked to an ancient understanding of Scriptures with regard to 
christology, Thus* the Response draws attention again to the more 
fundamental question of the interpretation of apostolic tradition and its 
authority. It notes, however, that this question should not jeopardize 
further dialogue on the ordained ministry'* Furthermore, all churches* 
whether they like it or not. will in ihe future be confronted with the 
challenge that comes from an active and fully recognized ordained 
ministry of women in other parts of the Christian family. 

The Response agrees of course with the positive evaluation of the 
threefold ministry given by BEM and articulated with the hope "that it 
may sen e today as an expression of the unity we seek and also as a 
means for achieving it"* Set. this view must be deepened by asking 
whether this threefold form relates to ecumenical well-being and 
expediency, or to the fundamental and constitutive core, to the essence 


itself of the Church, since the latter is rooted in tiod's will as it has been 


discerned In' ecclesial authority. "An ecumenical discernment is needed 
to see w hat belongs to the constitutive structure of the Church and w hat 
to the contingent social organization" (31). 

In BEM the episcopacy is rightly described as “a focus of unity". 
The bishops express and safeguard the unity of the body ai a local and a 
regional level. In this regard the Faith and Order document is in 
agreement with main texts of bilateral dialogues on episcopal ministry. 
But the Response finds lacking a mention of the quite traditional and 
essential collegia! aspect of the episcopacy. Throughout history the 
bishops in their person symbolically represented iheir local church in 
councils and synods and related it to the universal Church. The 
“teaching function of the bishops' . the maghlerium. should be explicitly, 
treated in this context. Referring to the papacy but understanding the 
reasons why Faith and Order could not treat it. the text asks whether a 
reflection on "the personal expression of a ‘focus of unity’ in the 
universal Church” would not be a logical topic of further discussion 


Since apostolic succession is a recurrent issue in all ecumenical 
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dialogues on ministry, it is also treated in BEM, and consequently in the 
Response. The latter agrees with the comprehensive way in which the 
Lima-paper approaches the question, that is by bringing together 
various aspects of apostolicity and apostolic succession. But does not 
BEM juxtapose and list dements rather than show how they are related 
among themselves within the wider ecclesiological context? The nature 
of episcopal succession is dwelt upon in the discussion of BEM, Ministry 
8 38, where the episcopacy is called "a sign, though not a guarantee, of 
the continuity and unity of the Church" 14 . As is often the case, the 
introduction of the concept ‘'sign" is frustrating, because one tends to 
harden and formalize the meaning of the concept with abstract defini- 
tions. Yet the open question is to determine the nature of the sign, and 
to ask how “effective” or “sacramental" a given sign is. The Response 
summarizes the description it provides of the personal ministry of the 
bishop: 

(itj is a sacramental sign of integration and a focus of communion. 
Tli rough the episcopal succession, the bishop embodies and actualizes 
both Catholicity in lime... as well as the communion lived in each 
generation (33). 

In such a context one can even speak of the episcopal succession as 
a guarantee of the continuity and unity of the Church. Nonetheless, the 
expression may still evoke less fortunate associations with material and 
objective securities that are not within the realm of sacramentality. 
Therefore the Response enunciates two reservations. First, one has to 
recognize in the episcopal succession “the expression of Christ's faith- 
fulness to the Church to the end of time". Outside this faith there is no 
guarantee. And secondly: such a guarantee functions neither formally 
nor automatically: it is always personal. “It lays upon each individual 
office-bearer the responsibility to be a faithful and diligent guarantor”. 
The office — which is a sign — calls necessarily for a responsible 
exercise: it must be carried out in good conscience by the minister (33). 
Holding a function is in itself no guarantee of how well and faithfully it 
will be exercised. 

The description of ordination is positively valued: “the text — it is 
said — describes the act of ordination in a way consonant with the faith 
and the practice of the Catholic Church" (33). It “meets in many ways 
the Catholic concept of ordination as a sacrament". 

In the description of ordination essential elements for the sacrament 
are enumerated without, however, calling it a sacrament. Using the word 
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twice in ;v wider but significant way ... ii points in the direction of a 
sacramental understanding (34). 

Even if the Response laments that the convergence " does not 
express clearly the Catholic conviction that ordination is indeed a 
sacrament" 4 *’, the admission that BEM is open to a sacramental 
understanding is important. It shows that there is convergence within 
the ecumenical movement towards an understanding of ministry that 
contains, without employing the word, the elements that many churches 
consider necessary to the nature of a sacrament. Catholic theology must 
be well aware that many Protestants will remain reluctant to accept the 
term ‘‘sacrament” after Luther's attacks in de Captivilate Babylonica. 
Melanchthon and Calvin on the contrary have occasionally spoken of 
the laying on of hands as a sacrament 47 . 

Linked to the sacramental understanding of ordination is the 
problem of the competent minister. Here the Response discovers a 
lacuna. For the Catholic tradition, “the competent minister of this 
sacrament is a bishop who stands tn the authentic apostolic succession 
and who acts in the person of Christ". This insistence is due to the 
ecclesiological meaning of the episcopal succession for ordination: it 
signifies and actualizes the sacramental link of the ministry with its 
apostolic origin (35). 

It will not be an opportunistic “recovering of the sign of episcopal 
succession” that will solve the problem [of the mutual recognition), but 
newly gained convictions about Gods will and the guidance of the Holy 
Spirit regarding the constitutive features ol church order, the episcopal 
succession and its exercise in ordination (,lfi). 

The convinetion Of the profound ecclesiological rooting and im- 
plications of the apostolic succession has immediate consequences for 
the mutual recognition of ordained ministries, “a crux in the endeavors 
toward Christian unity*, because it is the concrete fact of sacramental 
ordination that stands at the heart of the recognition: 

... the recognition of ordained ministry cannot be isolated from its 
ecclesiological context. The recognition of the ordained ministry and of 
the eedesial character of a Christian community arc indissolubly and 
mutually related. To the extent that it can be recognized that communion 


M Respotue, p. 34. Also: "Our view, however, is that ordination is a sacrament" (35). 
*’ For Meiancktiion. see Apologia Confes&ionis Augu,sitinae , art. 13. Bsti.it 294; for 
C'uvin: t fnttiiution tie ta Reliman Chritienne. IV. 19. 2X. 
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The text mentions a few particular consequences related to each of 
the three parts of BEM, With regard to baptism, it emphasizes that the 
sacrament is the basis for Christian unity. The recognition of the real 
bonds existing already on the basis of baptism is the foundation for a 
real, though imperfect communion between divided Christians. This 
convinction must be expressed and deepened (38). The Response sees 
no possibility for allowing reciprocal eucharistic sharing for the mo- 
ment, but slates, 

[hat if all the churches and eoclesial communities are able to accept at 
least the theological understanding and description of the celebration of 
the eucharist as described in BEM and implement n as part of their 
normal life, we believe that this would be an important development and 
that these divided Christians now stood on a new level in regard to 
achieving common faith on the eucharist (38). 

The acceptance of some of the proposals regarding ministry , such 
as the threefold office, would put the churches on a new level of 
relationship to one another. Moreover, there already exist grounds on 
which mutual respect for one another's ministry can begin to grow, and 
dimensions of fellowship be built which reflect the levels of communion 
that now exist (39). Some readers — ! fear — will have difficulty with 
the consequences drawn, As a matter of fact. Faith and Order asked 
which consequences your church could draw for its relations with other 
churches. The Response seems to reverse the question, and to state 
what the other churches could do in order to improve their relations 
with the Catholic Church, by for example actually accepting some of the 
proposals of BEM with regard to the eucharist and ministry. 

In its conclusion , the answer of the Secretarial for Promoting 
Christian Unity recalls the intimate link existing between the sacraments 
and the Church. The statement is pivotal to an understanding of the 
orientation of the whole document: 

For the Catholic Church, the truths of faith are not divided from one 
another. They constitute a unique organic whole. Ihereforc full agree- 
ment on the sacraments is related to agreement on the nature of the 
Church. The sacraments, including baptism, receive their full significance 
and efficacy from the comprehensive eoclesial reality on which they 
depend and which they manifest. Nor can the goal of the unity of divided 
Christians be reached without agreement on the nature of the Church 
( 40 ). 

'Hie Catholic answer ends with a word of encouragement for Faith 
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and Order, and renews iis own commitment to the ecumenical cause: 
"We recommit ourselves to this process with other churches and 
ecclesial communities in that serious task to which Christ calls all of us" 
( 40 ). 


Conclusion 

After the Catholic answer to Lima the ecumenical signal is for 
carrying on! Certainly; the Response should not be overrated. [1 is an 
answer among the other ones. No one can doubt, however, that it will 
be read with critical attention, its importance lies in ihe fact that after 
having taken part in the process of elaborating BEM, the Roman- 
Catholic Church has not remained silent at the moment of evaluation, 
in this sense the answer is an official appreciation of the work done; it is 
also the acceptance of a challenge. It is fair to say that the Response 
indicates more dearly what the Faith and Order Commission should do, 
and remains quite sparing about what the Roman Catholic Church itself 
could gain from the process ami what consequences it could draw from 
it. Nevertheless it renews a genuine commitment of the Catholic Church 
to the ecumenical venture. In order that the Response be not considered 
merely a verbal commitment, the result of formal courtesy, it should be 
used so as to continue the process of reception accorded to BEM by the 
Catholic Church. With its experience of ecumenical involvement, the 
Catholic Church should reflect what dialogue between ihe churches 
impies twenty-five years after Vatican IL This dialogue has already 
attained an ecclesiological depth. H entails confessing one's own faith 
about the Church within a greater Christian commonwealth, the 
universal Church, — “a communion, at various levels of fullness, of 
bodies that are more or less fully churches'^ This wider ecclesial 
context is more comprehensive than any of its particular realisations in 
time and space, a truth which the Catholic Church admits in stating that 
in its particular communion the Church of Christ subsists in fullness. 
History has accustomed churches to restrict the full expression and the 
formal confession of their faith by defining it over against various 
opponents. In an ecumenical context and with the newly gained 


** Sullivan, a.c. 1 23. '"The Church of Christ is certainly something nfcore than any 
such “collection** (summa); it is u real communion, realized at various degrees of density of 
fullness, of bodies, all of which, though some more fully than others, have a truly ecclesial 
character" (ibid.). 
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awareness of beinp N dlurebdn»relu[icm'\ how can the whole Church 
recuperate something of its width arid comprehensiveness and recognise 
in ils converging ulctnenJs the essence of its faith? Ku;il dialogue itiumI 
he carried on and tixtemng to one another is one half of il. '‘Openness lo 
each other holds Lhe possibility that the Spirit may well speak to one 
church through (lie insighlH of another" 1 ' 0 * 

Hi ties been tightly underlined that ctclcsiology should be one of ihe 
centra I l espies — and noi the estsii^E one — in future work of the Faith 
and Order Com miss ion,. A Consul! niton. lo he held in Turku, Finland in 


July I^SH, will begin to deal wiih it. Eccksiold^ is also the background, 
of the Catholic respond More than once the issue is raised in the 
document. In accord with die Second Valkraii Council, the Church ls 
presented as n commumon with a suvnrmNrtut rru/jj re. Suck a view will 
create no difficulty for the Oriental churches. On the contrary, It will 
nos lie so readily nttepled by ihe Protestant churches" 1 . This view 
means iliac ah the suerauienis. and particularly baptism, cuchsuist and 
ministry, are rooted in the Church. Hi is includes a rc-e valuation of the 
discipline of sacramentology, which prevailed ai ihe lime of the 
keformation and the Council orTrcnt L when Catholics and Prdtestanlfi 
alike understood the sacraments in a more isolated way as individual 
mean* of grace, wilhout paying much iillundun m then eccleslukigleal 
foundation, “Medieval theology elaborated a lrcati>e on the sacraments 
after ehr urology, without art explicit etclesiolngy".^ This common 
hcriroge si nd the change of prospective in Catholic saeramentokigy musl 
he taken into ftCCOtihl when studying ike symbolic dimension of*dic 
Church. 


There is another aspect too: the Church in which the whole 
sacramental activity is rooted is ilsdf described as a sacrament, the 
fundamental saerammu (VFSQkromimt). "the universal sacrament of 
salvation'"' 1 , an effective sign of salvation and grade , that through Word 
and sacraments effects and actualizes salvation kirns. The questhm has 


w UHM Mlnsity q 34 

u Far a survey til Like |H?silkHis with luprd m ihu sM'rntiicaiiltiy the cluirvli, «g: 
Mh-iih M' frftHFjn-tii'rMiH B dw titNtfltH Plh^rdOFk ! s ntian ih IW, 

'fl-IW A Imt Iriiis-Eisiih (JaBmahn: "The Church A* SiKtni^im *\k\ InsJftfnKsnt. Thi; 
tt^ccpLiun til Util 6 cciewu 1 ti[ikfll UnJcNaH*lm[L in Ecunnditkul DubiiBir. In: (Vihr/fft, 
kmwhm, tvV^JrJ, yd hy OimuniUN LlMUUHB Ihiilll -Liid duk-r V.i\x-r IVIh ik'iwvj: 

Wee i<m. Id 7. 

H Vvi'S Cuni ar. "\x dilvuti^ifuiKnl ik 1 I'CvjluiilKrti ec^kMiJ-ltijililue dtf 
ibf»n - cj^i I xiilj^uiL!^ 11 . In: tMUiflx Ed. fry OnAftD 6p*fis alkl Vitxus 

VaJTjs IKiAih 71). Unuiu! Aiiwtmlaiiu 1VT?, p, M. 
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been raised by the RomAn^Gtlhoiic / Lutheran Joint Commission in 
Facing Unity: 

Ac i liu same time it becomes dear *lty un die Catholic side one 
speaks today fit (ha Church ;is the "Sacri me ar ’ . line 1 .1 it hern a tradition is 
not yet very familiar with This thought, and ec is often inclined to criticise 
it. But its i nrciLELnn should he acceptable for I .utticrmis: as the bndy of 
Christ ami “kOEhonia" of the Holy Spirit, dte Church is the sign and 
insert! mein of Cod's grace, an instrument that of itself can do nothing, 
The Church lives hy the word as it lives by the sacraments and at t he same 
time stands in their service**. 

Suspicions mid misunderstandings will remain for the time being, 
especially because of the Tierce assault of the Protestant reformers 
against all that could stimulate in the human person an innate preten- 
tious and sinful self-glorification. The Catholic Church wilt have to 
accept the sting of this criticism and witness lo the sacramentality of the 
church by humbly confessing its sinfulness and its faith. At the same 
lime, Protestant theology must draw out the consequences of a theology 
of creation and incarnation, by which Uod gracefully sanctifies the 
totality of the human reality, its suffering and its joy, to make It a fragile 
but effective icon of his divinity. On this crossroad stands the Church ... 
not without temptations and ambiguities hut trusting also in Cod's 
faithful love that endures for ever. 

Jos E. Verckuysse, S.l. 


11 Hvimm f" 1 □ihnlkr J I uihi'TiiFi Lhini 4 VmiMhiK^irici J'Vtvtu'F ^jnrfv. G HV 
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RESUME 

L'article soccupc He In R&jxmw officiellc du Secretariat pour TUmlc des 
Chrcliem 4ju document ‘"Biiptemt:, Eucharistic el Miniature tflabfVri par b 
Commission tic Fol et Cotisl Motion {Censed OeeuniGntque d(& Emilies). Voir k 
licxtc ongitial anglais dansi Churches Respond tQ JfEiVf, vnh Vl (Ci^ncvst: WCC 
lySft) 3-40 h tft In. traduction fran^aise dans Doatmenltition Ctilholtifitir 85 ( 190&) 
1(E-LL<J. Aprcs avtiir dfccTtt I'hintoirc du Icslu, fcarliclc picMzntc Ick premiere* 
le^iCEsuns an teste. Four tomprendte Porienlation du document it hue l timber 
son point Lk depart cceL^iolo^iquc, c.-a-d. cl l qu'on intend par "la fui. de 
I’Eglise a tramps les skdcsf (BEM, Preface) et ccmmcnl 3’Eglise catholique sc 
situe dam? b mouvemenl oecum^nique. Le ttvrpi de I'artLcfce consist en line 
discussion du teste Jc III Response. Dans b conclusion I'uuLcut iilUre LbUfintion 
sur L'ircipoiluneu du document centime t^moignage lLc refinement He rEgJist 
CiLtholique dans Ui m Duramen I uficumi nique . Mais il invite cgakmcnE \i 
poufsuivfe ta reElesion su* TEglise comme communion avec une structure 
siLcramcnLetle. Cede vue con^lilUC i’eKlwmk^e qui pnrte la respunsL: catlnUL- 
L|ue 41 u B3IM Foi et Constitution devra. consacorr une panic de ton travail fuLur 
a I'ctude de la nature dc l’Eglise, de son uui^ ec He snn aspect sacramentel. 
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Vatican Ecumenism at the Crossroads? 
The Vatican Approach to Differences with 

HEM 


Introduction 

If Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry,' may he described as the 
landmark document of the ecumenical movement tn this eenturv. its 

r ? 

official appraisal by the larger! Christian Communion which is not 
formally a member oF the World Council of Churches represents a 
momentous milestone in the history of Roman Catholic ecumenical 
engagement- 1 It does so, in a sense, quite apart from the content of its 
response. The very fact of this Vatican document signals a significant 
juncture in the history of the Catholic Church. This appraisal marks the 
first time that il Inis accepted an invitation issued to all the churches to 
make an official response — “at the highest appropriate level” 1 — to a 
multilateral ecumenical document. By accepting this invttallon. the 
Roman Catholic Church places itself alongside all of the other churches 
that have responded to the Lima document^ This gesture itself is of 
great ecumenical significance. 

Beyond the gesture, the content of this Vatican response consti- 
tutes a weather vane. It Ls the most accurate Indicator to date of the 
direction of the Vatican with respect to the vital issue of church unity. 
To assess the status of the ecumenical question in the Catholic church 


1 Genera; Wnrid Council CViurcfacs, This flramwni will b$ ciEud in 

piJT-unthcsis in the 5>od> - of the lent by u letter ikMpnuEiTi? tfw sMttOrt And by a nunriMir 
dKieruiinp: r hr jMF^graph. "CcutT appearing nftci u minim n:frrf to ;i WntrUHUMJ? 
pQjkpiapii, 

■ Thv Rcapitnsf I5 published 01 Eucburi&t Minifiry: Aa Appraisal" 

Origin,* 17 JOWIfJ. AbC in f 'kurrkirj ni'ipr.'.n^j' iVi Arm , vot b, L'dilcd tty MaA 

Tframv. Geneva; WoriJ Council of Chute Iks, I9B8. This dneumem will he dLcd in the 

tiiidv ■ iC lIk Il.U I v pmnn numbm uE Liu: Wl"'f ' ■jJiEicki, n]juuiJ ill n;i:>_i!-l liesfii. 

1 HEM* ¥ttt\VX ¥ Xr 

A Of which pis vulumps htiSt bver» published m dam: ChtrAtt Rezpun ur BEM-. 
ilfftcM RtiSpoiitt JiJ “ Hapfi r .m„ EurJiari$I ami Minify " TdirJ, ¥Q§&_ ]-£i_ Ed. Ma.K 
VtMJHIiiH, Gy.ncv^; frurld Cuikninl tf( Churches llBfrf'JStL 
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one vim examine manv indicators, One van read the contributions nl 

P 

Roman Catholic theologians — in fact, flEAf itsch i« (lie product of the 
collaboration of Catholic theologians wiLh [hose of nther communions 
represented in the Commission on Faith and Order- liui thcstaiemcms 
of Catholic thuulogianii arc not I he off lei nl word of the Church. In 
search of a bellwether of Roman Catholic ecumenical intentions, one 
can also look to the fine statements concerning the urgency of ccclesial 
unity made hv Pope John Haul IJ . Such statements arc certainly official, 
Yet often they remain rather general. One Could also (urn to the 
statements issued by the agency directly responsible for ecumenism, the 
Secretariat for the Promotion of Christian Unity, Many of these arc 
certainly specific and. coming from a Vatican agency, official: tun one 
may still wonder, do these statements carry the authority of the highest 
echelons within I he hierarchy'/ 

Much of the time, then, we deal with statements that are official 
hut not overly specific, or with statements (hat arc specific hut not fully 
authoritative. 'Hie recent Vatican response to &LM is both specific and 
official — its authority secured by the weighs of two Vatican agencies, 3t 
was indeed drafted by the Secretarial for Christian Unity, hul its final 
form is the result of collaboration with the Congregation for the 
Doctrine of i lie Faith, an agency higher on the hierarchical ladder and 
far more powerful within the Vatican. 

Given the stums of the Vatican response, then, Edward Kilmnrtin’s 
comment regarding its eucharist seel ion can safely he paraphrased to 
apply to the response ns a whole: the way m which this document 
handles various themes Furnishes valuable Informal ion a Ik ml where tile 
Catholic Church now stands in the process of the movement oF Christian 
churches toward the goal nf an ecumenical profession of faith/ Furth- 
ermore, given Lite landmark nature of ihe Lima document , its invitation 
places the churches that respond at an ecumenical crossroads, A 
document as authoritative and specific us the Vatican response likely 
contains signals that al least him tit the mi ended direction of the 
Catholic Church at this ecumenical crossroads. 


EllWAUD- J. kil .'.■UhllM I ei ^nunrjnrii^ I'rfach \J {l'WS|: l. r . I hi ll-.mii:il:iii e ; i l I '. ; 
"Tlii' wiiy in ivliiL’h fit < ihe Viulesn hi.:s|ki ,isl-j huikll.:, Mlciuls, nil nl wliitll 

rintii'Tv 4>r cnnirnvfrvv m titiniLtiikiil diak'ig.uiis- furniOk-, viilimftte inkuniiiiLdin *buu| 
rt-lhJic; iSil- t ji(us]lc -ChurL'h iiiw 'iiinilb :in the preen & ill i lk- move m cm ,..J ClirhriiiL 
Chinch Mh cu^iirLl shu gjuul nE ini «u™nlnJ prglpcitin nf Liichiiriuic fallh" Thlh iMuq (bo, 
JJcorHiirtiiiciiclL-s tscuminUl^ I lie VuLiuuiA r«purvsu In eaclnjiflhu ihitu urtiuru nf JEW. 
On KlMrJ \uww (jip ij 37)\ L^lfJufcNHl, ElDWAKU J. Kn.HAkEIN (fip JHO), 

.mil nib lalfipiiiy, JiMN Mi ■! 1 1 - 1 ■ | |pp 41— 17) 
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To uncover these dues, we shall focus primarily on what might be 
catted neuralgic points, sensitive issues on which the Vatican considers 
HEM to “fall short” , This focus is not meant to minimize the s ignift- 
cance of the many positive comments on BEM in the Vatican 
document* Nevertheless, to discern I he ecumenical direction in which 
this Vatican document points, it is crucial to examine carefully the issues 
on which it demurs, and — perhaps even more importantly — (he 
manner in which it demurs. Where possible, 1 shall compare the Vatican 
response to that drafted under the aegis of the National Council of 
Catholic Bishops of the United Stales 7 This comparison is the more 
significant because the US document was prepared in response to a 
Vatican request to nil National Conferences. These national responses 
were used as a basis for drafting the official Vatican response. Hence, 
where divergences in substance and approach appear, we may assume 
(h;ii the Vatican has wittingly chosen a different tack* 

The genera] response to BEM as a whole is rather positive. The 
Vatican observes ut the outset that ,L Even though wc think that the text 
falls short at certain points, we believe that if it were accepted by (he 
various churches and ecctesial communities, it would bring the churches 
to an important step forward in the ecumenical movement ..." {4). 
Turning lo its Own responsibility, the Vatican presents its response as an 
expression of its commitment lo lu a process that must continue toward 
the goal of the visible unity of Christians” {4). 

The most general and most often repeated Vatican criticism of 


* 'EUcw arc | rc-nl-od cstoEisiwIy m i he Issue Ecamvnkal Trtmii inunEiunuJ sil L|u= 
pujv-iufis nuLc., 

"'3'hc Official Response to thf HMptiim, i r :lK i'iuv Li, 1 uvid iWjnuMry I ji.iLnii il-iL Qfl l|k: 

WCt F*iSh and Order Com minion", Bishops' CammltUkf fas Enimtidcfil ind tnurreti- 
jtIliu^ affiiirs nf (he N&litinal Conference of Calhtilic Bishop^ (Unilcd Etules). Septctfihef 
3-H , LwtS. I'his stocumtfll uumivijs rnmnly itf HJggcc-ltd itvLsionicf BEM, togcsfici ^virh 
CSpfcanalQf^ wmmctllB. Tins rcfcpCnw wiH he rcfcrreif h\ In She body of Ihc Seat by pup:: 
numbers. 

Wlkira njijwimriiLiCp rokrc rrec will nl&o he mai Je So the responses siulK>T-iizcd tiy Lhc 
firilisli jinJ r-T-gi’ii^h Bishops' Conferences: “Rcsposiec So Lima StnLrnicjif h flrieJSifg W '5 
fl^JibS: H b Teste dc Fni *t CoGSlrliiliDfi 'Rnptfmc. EfitfiarisLic, VliniMfre', 

RttpOiEC lie In CommisMon ^pisrojKilc riungDLW pout J'UiitlC- du* du^titng"., Im ftunu- 
mmiation C^hottq^f, no, wh (15 September, LWi5>: SH3-891. 

¥ Forour fucpoKS., divergences between she (wdoeu mends BiesqgrtciritHJil ajurc from 
lilt? qu^slion a& to which dmunent CaLlftttc dutlrinc more EniMulty. In fuel. 

u™ily this is nnl even ;l aucslkwi: ipt, in lowing SEM f ihc two responses often proceed 
from Llic r-&me basu-doeti-ittuS poillkrfi- Qivtn (bitta ic agfctrfcnt. differences in approach 
Lind Loire between ihc Iwn o r<= all Ihc- nwre yipLFioanl in placing in(o grcatei 

nelkT the Valicnn^ ccuinc-iiic:il jctjiwe. 
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ft EM deserts, to be noted at (he outset, It finds the Lima document 
lacking especially in Shis area of ftCCtesiGlogy. Bariy in die response is 
articulate* thib COnCttn in ihe Form of a Jr.vjJeruJjdr: Tt is Our convinc* 
tion that the study of ccclesiology ciitis-t come more And more into the 
center of the ecumenical dialogue. Perhaps the best reflection on HEM 
■will come after cede si o logy is given more serious attention in the 
ecumenical dialogue' 1 (5). Later, is presses she issue memo pointedly, ' 1 e 
is clear to ljs then that Faith and Order must focus more directly on 
ccclesioloey. We believe that without serious attention to ihe broader 
questions of ecclcsiology there are disadvantages not only for the study 
ami under? Inn ding tif ft EM, b«i for our ecumenical progress as weH - " 
t'5j, Throughout the response, this concern returns as a lament concern- 
ing the insufficient elaboration of the ecclesiologkib dimensions of 
various issues, h spells out the principal issues il has in mind: ’“the 
nos ion of Sacra m enl (and sacramentality), the precise nature of she 
apostolic tradition, and the Issue of decisive authority in the church" 
f6). The Vatican here rigSilly puls its finger or cede biology as the key 
issue in ihe current ecumenical discussion*. The way in which ihe 
churches deal with this issue will determine the course of ecumenism for 
years to comey Unfortunately, the Vatican response is as vague on I h is 
subject :ls IfFiAi is putatively inadequate^ In this assessment, therefore, 
we cannot deal directly with the Vatican's central criltcism. Neverthe- 
less, m keeping with ibis general critiqtie, die topics <o l>e considered in 
this essay revolve around the pivotal issue of ecclesiotogy. 

itnpfL'tm 

If itic formulation of its general appreciation of each of MAfs 
three mam scclions is any indication, the Vatican is more positive 
regarding baptism l hail ii is regarding the eucharki. The Vatican as firms 
that the text on baptLsm is "grounded in the apostolic faith received und 
professed fiiy ihe Cm hi die Church’’ It then proceeds to indicate 
more specifically ils Appreciation of tft'A/'s treatment of baptism, sudl 
as its triniEnrinn elaboration. its Lumrality in God\ salvtfic p]an T and its 

saeramenUlity, 

■ 

One of the most interesting points of criticism concerns ihe way in 


* C7f. CpEOEh'.E WnHflUI., Jr., “E.inin'i, J-iJLlcvKiii^y ; An lni|inry ri . jn C"ifftT|dflr 
riFfif fJH ftdpliSM. F.lifiianAf (/ini AJjrrivJry. ral. h^tlCII^GL- T^MV'-V |3.iinkim, MO: Univu-iriLy 
Press lit America, mvUij, KS-MJ7. 
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which REM emphasizes the unity that 35 . given with baptism. The Limn 
document slates that "our common baptism, which unites us to Christ in 
faith, is thus a basic bom! of unity. We are one people ,,,", Further ii 
refers to this as the ''baptismal unity 1 ' that is "realized in one holy, 
catholic, apostolic Church'" (HG). 

The Vatican response affirms the unity that is given with baptism* 
but immediately introduces, a qualifier, it agrees that there can be only 
one baptism into one Lord and llhus into one Body, i.e„ into one 
church. The Vatican response also affirms the crucial point made in 
HEM l hat baptism, in uniting us to Christ, establishes a bond among 
believers that is deeper than anything that divides them. It faults HEM. 
however, for not giving adequate attention "to the implications of the 
fact that a person is baptized within a particular ecclesi a! fellowship in a 
divided Christianity" (L1J. This observation could simply reflect a 
concern to inject a dose of realism into the discussion: There is but one 
baptism, but we are baptised within communities that arc. after all, 
anything but one. Such realism echoes the warning against "false 
irenieisin" sounded bv the Second Vatican Council in its Deere? on 

P 

Ecumenism r' v Fy fatee irerticism. the Council hud in mind ;l» appeal to 
unity that papers over the reality of divisions, a head-in-the-saiid 
ecumenism that blurs, distinct features of Catholic doctrine. 

Nevertheless, it is interesting to compare the U.S. response on this 
point. In its suggested revisions of this section in REM, it goes in 
precisely (he opposite direction: rather than qualifying the reality of 
unity in the face of the visible rc alii y ol disunity, the U.S. response 
reinforces the reality of unity in order to qualify visible disunity as a 
scandal, '['bey do so by suggesting several significant revisions of (he 
REM text. First, the U.S. response underscores the significance of the 
bond of unity given with baptism by speaking of it as a sign and seal of 
an * indestructible bond", Elsewhere, the U.S. response accentuates 1 his 
unity once more by inserting the word “Teal” before unity, As if that 
were not enough, it explicates this unity as one that entails a "real 
communion between churches 1 '. 11 The intent of these revisions in the 
Liody of the 3 .jtiifl text are confirmed by the suggested amendment of the 
heading of this paragraph. The heading in the REM text reads rather 
blandly "Incorporation into the Body of Christ”. The heading suggested 


** Vniifttis flrtfHfrgrrifo, im J I . 

11 II is rigniticanl chin I lie Viilicnn irsponw <pe:i ks ot ii bund uiming C'ArMfj'nnT. while' 
llie U.S. repwi refers nt Lliis pnint to llie honil arfrorig riuFrtiri, 
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in the U-S. response unmistakably highlights 4 he reality and urgency of 
unity: “Members of One Hotly anti Christian Unity"' (6).'- 

Hy prising home the significance of the unity that exists, by virtue 
of baptism, the- U.S. document is not indulging in false irentcism. It 
acknowledges the existing divisions, suggesting that a revised version of 
Bf\M deal with this isswe in a new introductory chapter. Thus while fully 
recognizing the reality of division, ilte approach of the U.S, response is 
quite different from that of the Vatican document, The U.S. response 
titles not view the obvious divisions solely from the perspective of 
realism. U places them in the coolest of sin and repentance, ft wishes to 
sharpen the Lima document precisely on this point, Where it appeals to 
the baptismal bond as “a call to the churches to overcome their 
divisions”, (he U.S. response renders this call considerably more 
pointed by appealing to the unity of our baptism as constituting a "call 
lo the churches to repent of our sinful divisions {7). 

The U-S- response does not contradict the Vatican response at Ihis 
jtoini.. But it does shift I he centre of gravity. Instead of immediately 
qualifying the reality of the unity given with baptism by pointing to the 
harsh and even more obvious reality of division, as the Vatican response 
does . 1 he U . S , response I ackles 1 he rcalit y of cxisbr p. u mty in such a way 
that the divisions are thrown in bold and painful relief. These confront 
ns, not solely as a reality to be taken into account, but as a scandalous 
reality, as a gaping wound, as sinful division that requires concrete 
repentance. In this the U,S. response echoes the Second Vatican when 
it Speaks Of such divisions ;ls a scandal for the world, 1 " and the words of 
Pope John Paul 11, when he speaks of the "‘intolerable scandal of 
Christian divisions". M 


L TIil ■JlI.i'm. mk , :iI uinduInLW tot thu "iuuly" Miiiiliijcy (ukcJ In - 111: it Ml lllii |h.illl. ■.hii-.l 
i.ln^Mir Mli,| in ihv fCviswU ki^alin^ Sll^gpsl n I hjf lliu US, rr‘i|M:rL-'i rilay tin Inn iLi:i 1 , Llul link. 
dMj nuL vfTcsl tlw ni^niliviinvu (Hltie«HUIl«t Mwi-cn ih® (J.S. tnJ ilv= Vatlcw ruspiinsc. 
kL'^uiijinp. I liciLT IbniEiLliHHiK.. sue Un cxiunplu jiihl-l'H llVEZlMi Hk, "Tfk: buuluriiulhip!,’ Lipf 

Vatican |J", Origins 13 S?4; "Either ytia dtt mcruhcra nrymi \m oat, LTi^iirt m 

teilfcaF icrm*' 1 . 

11 ^irJfrJi'i Rcflirittr^nVw t w>, 5, 

14 [p an- Euklrcys tn ihc- plenary TSicdirj§[ p? Ihc Sctriiafiiil Uv\ the Pmnlfldwi svf 
tlirihiijin Unity t Nnv-cnitKT S97K, Jynn P*ul IE. tmul Ifcmitfrer -w ^.ncmpnrmr, 

sd JturN B. ShkENin jmI IuHN F- Hoi lickim (WwhingHura. U,C.- U S, CaiMie 

C oiifL'TunLC, T^^Xl 1, pp_ 3-4-. 
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The Vatican acknowledgi:* dial the BE M text nu the cucharist 
contains "'niucli that corresponds lo the undemanding and practice of 
the apostolic faith,..”. The Vatican response singles out for positive 
comment elements such us the affirmalion of the real presence of 
Christ, the centrality ascribed to the cuchariit, the emphasis on its 
trinitarian aspects, and the articulation of stum; important occEe&iologic- 
at dimensions (16-17). 

Of the topics the Vatican subjects lo critical comment, I shall 
examine two, namely, the real presence of Omai in relationship lo ihe 
"real change" of I he (lie elements, and the understanding of the 
cuchurist us sacrifice. 

'file Vatican is rather emphatic in its appreciation of HEM ' s 
affirmation of Ihe real presence of Christ (16, 17, 21). It is even more 
emphatic, however, in its insistence on the necessity of believing in Ihe 
real change of the elements, HEM notes in a commentary that some 
churches believe that the bread and wine become in u real sense ihe 
body and blood of Christ, while others do not link Christs real presence 
“so definitely with the signs of bread and wine" {HEM El Scorn, j 
Interestingly, the Vatican document objects to placing these differences 
next lo one another in this way. It charges that, by suggesting I hill this 
difference can be accommodated. Within the common affirmation of 
the revi presence of Christ, HEM relativiws the beiief in the change of 
the dements (22). The Vatican response appeals to (lie Catholic faith in 
a way that, for all practical! purposes, closes Ihe discussion. The 
statement is worth quoting. in full: 

On ihe one lisin-d, WC welcome rbc convergence I bat i$. (tiling place. 
On Ihe Ollier ha ml. We must ihUc dial for Cal hoik doctrine the 
conversion of (fee elements. is a mutter -of Faith ami is only open (« possible 
new di ijdiHLi.ii.il I explanations as io ihe how of ihe intrinsic cliiinpc. ‘Ihe 
content of the word imif-ubstitHtiaiion oughi io l>e expressed without 
ambiguity. For Catholics this is a cen i ru I mystery of faith, rand they 
cannot accept expressions (lull ate ambiguous, T hus il would seem ttiat 
the dicrenc races as explained here Chiultt he scctiinmodmcd within the 
convergence Formulated m Hie teat iiself. Further work must be done on 
this (22). ,s 

u Thuiigh i limlrthriP walli ihe iiiuliiK.ui1y in 11 1 5cuin, Else French response O-jnShtifK 
MM #ife(|uinc4)|i i lie isiLiu *L fejqd. Et ilisl n%^uishc s three niveau* nf uftiTinutwm nj(uiiihflg 
ihr rurhjimt, niimely. I) Lite objeclivij pteuncc uf f hml, 2i (he dotage iif (he sklUeM*, 
and 3) iriirmihsinisl in iiijil, 1 1 i lie il dudnrci ili.n HIS affirms level "2]" in u manner thnE b 
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The Vniican response is significant, noi mi much because ii strongly 
ins-isis on i hrt sLFfirmui ion of the conkntu of hnl 

especially because ii farces die issue tayn ecumenical broking point, R 
does tlus so by declaring the real change of the elements to be not only 
an article of faith hut even H a central mystery of faith" This Hunt 
confe^iQfliiliiwjon of the issue is reinforced when it objects to /f/;'Af\ 
description of some * fc who consider it necessary to assert a charge of the 
elements"' (ElScocn), The Vatican deems "asserT to l>c far loo weak 4k 
term and suggests ihat the form ulai ion "consider rf tweessary to confess 
would he more appropriate" (23 r note 9). 

The Vatican ydamance on this score is vnmistakaWc, A refrain that 
echoes throughout the document after points of disagreement have 
been exposed receives an interesting elaboration, Usually the conclnd’ 
ing sentence reads h "Fur (her work iiutsi be done on tlris", Regarding ihc 
conversion of the elements, however T the Vatican obviously wishes to 
leave no doubt as to the direction, which such work is to take: "Since Hus 
matter relates to the imparlunl nuustion of the real presence* further 
work is needed from ihc prespcctivs of Catholic faith" (23, emphasis 
added). 

The forcing of a specific understanding of ihe real presence of 
Christ lis u do-ur-dk issue, Wands in stark contrast to the apptoueh in 
the U.S, response. Ii expresses appreciation for the fact that ihc HEM 
oqmmcntaries w takc into explicit aceosml Catholic understandings of 
'she change of the sue barlitic elements into the body of Christ" 1 as well 
us of the '"Catholic explanation of the change. - 1h . This approach is 
eupcciully striking in that il docs not relanvi/e Catholic dogma on this 
score by declaring ii Us be optional Rather, it in effect insists on inking 
HEM al its word. When ihe Lima document affirms "real presence" , lhe 
U„S, response accepts ii ns meaning just that, real presence , Asa result 
it concludes shat HEM agrees, with Cat hi Hie leaching. At the same time, 
the U.S, response affirms the Catholic dogma which ,L univoeally states 
the change of bread and wine inio the body and blood 11 (II). This 
represents a retail vizatlon different from that against which ihe Second 
Vatican Council caul ions, The U.S, document does not declare the 
doctrine of the real change of the elements to he tiiamportiin.t B Rather, 


"wtiully lunslKtciury tc n Cniholw" [Ltt f)ii™ffitfiiMyfon ( iirJWJrfiir, m, tvcii [|4H^|, hhJ). 
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(W-lw:tii;i/'\ i tw BrLlisti np iirs wdikimei HEM\ iiffinihiicion ai "(Inc unique ffhjfltiw 
\u\Uktc uf Cliri&l'i jwt'senca in Uic tfuclurwL 11 , si-tiLdi il ^crib« m "llic li^cksmarnl ind 
I^BsfurCiiliiQlir priiciLce oldtvuLlup Loltic htc^^KDCFiTTMnL" l(V5 | LvHh|: 71 1, 
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it Fel ativlz^Si it ;rt the ecumenical ctinfetf by declaring that church unity 
docs not depend on agreement on the change of the dements, in the 
Eucharist. From this perspective, one can judge a communion that 
affirms the real euchartslic presence of Christ but docs not affirm the 
real change of the elements to he inconsistent. Whet tier one consider 
this be regarded as a happy or a sad inconsistency, it need not he 
divisive, because one proceeds in the trust that the reality of Christ's 
presence, and apparently its affirmation, dues not depend on an 
understanding of the specific mode of this presence. Iri 

It is highly significant that for this crucial move, the US Bishops 
committee invokes a key notion of Vatican II, namely, the idea of a 
'‘hierarchy of truths". In its Decree m Ecttittenism, the Second Vatican 
Council stated that in ecumenical dialogue, theologians should keep in 
mind that irt "’Catholic doctrine there exists an order or “hierarchy" of 
truths, since they vary in (heir relation to the foundation of the Christian 
failh". 1 ' The late insertion of Ihus notion into the decree on ecumenism 

■ m U . . . *. ■ 

was hailed by many as a momentous breakthrough. 1 * In doing so. the 
Council recognizes that all doctrines of the church arc not equally 
important. This seems entirely obvious. Yet. the officii acknowledge- 
ment of this fact was exceedingly significant, in view of a docujuenl 
issued some four decades before the Second Vatican. In his 1928 
encyclical. Mortalium Animas , i ] ope Pius Xi declared the distinction 
between fundamental and non-fuiidameritai articles of faith to be 
illegitimate. The Pope illustrates the iriieui of ibis declaration by placing 
the teachings concerning the trinity and the incarnation on I lie same 
level as those concerning the immaculate conception of Mary and ihe 
infallibility of the Pope. 1 '' By contrast, the introduction of the notion of 


L '' Interestingly, astaiemcntehc^lieTC in (he Vatican response could have presided no 
opening for an approach along Ihe liras of llhol of REM and of ihe U.Ss lespnra&e stubbed 
above. We read; "The statement |in ^5AfJ about the Eactand ihc TTl 1 xlc^OTlrf>^ t llJ 1 ^^|TJc , 
presence , W\\'k\\ ekes not: depend on the Hiilh or liic individual is ndcquaic " (71 1. 

17 Untiatis RerfifttegmUa. no. LI. 

Jl For an excellent sitTvcY and anal>3is- oE (he discussion of l3hc nw\Y?n oE tncrureby of 
liuths before, dming and after Vatican II see W:llUM Hunm - . The Hifwnrhj of 

l. 5 -: _ r i . r i^ii , jy .:i:< IrVr.f CoiTJ 0 ff^ (Rt>mn;: ITIilTiuiz lYinEjfion l.Jni vuc^iE^ Clic^ncmna, 1^37). ¥<n Mil, 

fliflmlkanee nf i2iLs nation far Ilia rceepitnn of REM, me GmiWE Vaf d eaves, df , "BUM 
and the ilieraidiy of 'frultis';. A vaAkan r~! ij i l i t 1 1 1 u i i i ■ i '. to Ilia RctiepLinn Praccffi^, 
fLYilllDrttitlaj: in JtiurnuS iff Eiiifsnrmnit Stuilrrs lUS : E 0 WSj . 

|U .^r.i-rJiTJViiim A mnmi r nn. Tfi f Papat fiireyrtttxib T.d. { .1 1. 1 J :■ I .■>. C.^LF.'N. 

Rakish: Mtfpfal b, ] Y-HI . Mil- hHm initfEOii ud Uiu “hid atdiy <:■!' lmlJis" hv Lilt: Stcaild 
Vatican and the ft jctiioii of Lhe distinction fiLtidaiitcnLal non-l iindnineisUil tiy Pius. XE need 
riuc be in candid. The Pape *as concerned -ah>ni aa apped io die di-iincuon that ht>u]J 
declare iboii-ftjfldiLnrentd articles af faith ta be lUYn-hiadiag. NavcfOidcss tha abroad! lo 
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a hierarchy of truths by i ho second Vatican encour^ei; some kind of 
ordering, u ml rims tanking, of duetrirtes. 

While the hierarchy uf truths fund ion $as a pi inti pie for the 

U ,S. response ns a whole / 1 it is explicitly invoked only with respect to 
1 lie issue of red presents, 


In ilit hicTiirctly n| 1 metis. list devcli ■ pe lI { JiLhohr eqihiiiatuHi ot 1 1 it 
mode is not critically rumkiinetiLal for auLeplance by otltai Christian 
inulULnim in nrdci [nr them it) rccegntec the fa ill) of rite Church through 
lilt ages. Thus, lilt TiLi.H'.iiiliiin |in M-.Afj of l lit rol sacriLlMcllla] 
presence and of Clu'isl's Knly And I'lmnl ir uly received afreet with 
CiLlhnlk teaching, although out Lilt r tlogntu nnivoc iilly si nits (tic change 
■ ■ f bread kiiliJ wi H it intii the body and hk)U(l (LLj, 


The ecumenical significance ot the " hierarchy of truths" is demons* 
I ruled by ihc oorurasttrijj approaches in BEM under cpnsidertitioti. 1 lie 
Vatican response avoids ihe Second Vatican* notion altogether. Accor- 
dingly* d simply declares the content intended by tlie lei 111 "ttansub' 
st am latum" to lie <111 ankle of faith. Accordingly. It fitnlK the HEM 
statement to he unaeceplalile. The U.S. response by contrast, proceeds 
from the idea of a hierarchy of truths. Accordingly, it declares the HEM 
Hliitenient to be cLOCllffltC and accept able. 

Another key point of the Vatican criticism of W/.iVJ s treatment of 
Ihc cuchurist concerns the no lion of sacrifice By its very nature, this 
1 he me bridges the discussion of real presence and the subsequent 
discussion of ministry; the former deals essentially with ihc presence of 
a real sacrifice of Christ; a. central issue in ininistrv concerns the 
tjucHiinn who is uiiihorized to officiiiic Lit this ^□t , rifk , u'. 

The Valenti respond upprcclulkni d Ihc Fuel 1 h§il 


BEM liiik-s cjuctinriHi wiili ffisurrtfiw; "The Limuizciinu e*EJkhli&hC,d be- 
tween the MNCrifice of ihc cross and Ihc cuchiirul corresponds to 
Cmhnlic understanding^ niimgly, thrill the sacrifice of ilu 1 cross b 
sab'ificaHy represented in Ihu iucrificc of Uni uucharist (ly)-, l lie 
ViiiLcim rgsponHt in critical primarily of the tfay in which ihc Limn 


I'tunicnihin t>1 Ilu: iw* ikcnliiely JilfLifiil . In Ih:i1 eunlusl, Mil 1 iiUv^khkv mI I In 1 

"hwr-aEctiy Ll( Enilliih 1 h. tlu Second Viiimni murk -, j ivuvi. clkipu r hi iTuinumsm ^iLlun Shi: 
t jLhulk- 1 I- link 

Jl hi flivir xh IhL uuihik; nf ils ikiu U,S. ikwuimim Minims rtplii *\ Ihc SHfljfcl; 

"\VV Mhl Llrfrto ’itnlemuiUs, in frliidi wl i-^Li^^nivL. 1 'tfw fmlli irf itiu CIhih.1i inimiitli ilit ii|(sli’. 
Wc iiEEltiiN ki jrrnniic LlbCM.^Liilnin^nL^ iiuudi nwhy thni wubkl hi^Tili^tiE Lhe Jilccurcliy Q[ 
liuilk" ruflher ii Link LKl 1 cIiltiht I ■/ lnkcn up 111:1 nc* ftrM uhsi^LL'i mI t!t Xt (h\S 

fiSSJdffflM, Jl[l 1 , 2 ), 



V4TKAH HWMl-TJISM at THK CPOKSKOAffliT 

document accounts fur the sacrificial nature of the eucharist. H t.M 
appeals almost exclusively Co the inclusion of the church in Christ's 
Intercession, 'Hie Vatican recognizes that this notion is in accord with 
Catholic leaching (E^-2fi). In its judge menl , however, HF.M often uses 
tiie notion of intercession “in a way that could seem insufficient to 
explain the sacrificial nature of the cuchurist m the Catholic sense" (20), 
in this appeal to Christ's intercession, the Vatican considers BEM to 
bypass ton quickly the nature of Christ's presence in the euch&rist. In 
other words, this appeal focusses onesidedly on the activity of the 
exulted Christ and passes over the eucharistic presence of the risen 
Crucified Christ, The Vatican agrees that the unique sacrifice of the 
cross can noi he rented. “Bui since the hi# prie*L is the crucified and 
risen Lord, his offering of self on the cross can lie said 10 he 'made 
eternal'" (20), In other words, the each mist is a sacrifice not simply by 
virtue of l tic church's inclusion In the exulted Christ's Intercessory 
activity, hut especially by virtue of Christ's presence as ihc crucified 
One, As | he body and blood of Christ himself, the elements of bread 
and wine constitute the eucbarisl ns a sacrifice, This needs to he 
affirmed even in abstraction from the church's Inclusion in Christ's 
intercession, The Vatican objects to fi£Af 's presentation of the latter as 
the only ground for regarding the eucharist as a sacrifice, al the expense 
of the primary ground, Ihc presence of the Crucified. 

As has become evident, the understanding of the eucharist as 
sacrifice is intrinsically related to the understanding of real presence/ 1 
Tli is becomes obvious when I he issue of ihc sacrificial mil u re of the 
euehurist obtrudes in the mi dm of the discussion of real presence: “Only 
insofar as Christ offers himself to I he bather in the sacrificial action of 
(he church's liturgy do the dements become sacra menl of Lies sdfoftiT- 
ing to i he communicants 1 ’ (22). The Vatican is obviously concerned 1o 
relain an I nlrinsic conjunction between ihc activity of the church in the 
offering of the euchimi mid the udiviiy of Christ in offering himself to 
ihc I ''al her and to the miniiiijniciuiis. |t is this concern dial explains the 
Vatican’s dissatisfaction. While the Vatican appreciates flfuVfs idfirnui- 
lion of the sacrilicnl dimension of the euchorisl,^ in the final analysis ii 


Jl This is vvcii Ikkii Lite madher in which ihc Vahrim text iJeiih wilh this 

KHia. Ii Ivijiii, ihc dibajuiiefi of smciifiee (IKJ. Liven Lurm in "lciil pirscn^", bet in ilic 
mid'llc <»r dial it returns In the issue of idcrifWe (Jflj. 

-- f'nr example: 'The fuJi.’irhiL is Live saeramriil ol Ihc uihuiie saerifoc ol Ctiiis-i - 

(E?), 
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judges itie RfiM it' xi to he inadequate because “it does not say 
unambiguously that the eueharist is in itself a real sacrifice. the 
memorial of the sacrifice of Christ on the cross" (22). The practical, 
ecu men tea I significance of l tits understanding of (he eueharist will 
heiiome evident in the issue of rciinislTV. 

The comparison with (he L’.S. response can be very brie: at this 
point. I r simply ackriou ledges th:ti the REM comment aries ‘'take mio 
explicit aecouni Catholic understandings of ... the Luchartii as 'prop- 
itiatory sacrifice' “ (Hi. 


SUnLiin 

m 

In its general comments, the Vatican response is more restrained in 
Us appreciation, of the ministry section than it is with respect lo the 
previous sections, It expresses appreciation especially for the fact that 
BEM’s presentation "goes in the direction of the major lines" of what 
The Vatican recognizes “as the faith of The church through the ages" (25, 
emphasis added). The reason for ihishcsiianci' is dthely related to (he 
issues to ho convixtored here, nameiv. the relation of ordination acid 
sacra menl and episcopal succession. 

Early in its appraisal of “ministry", (he Vatican document singles 
out the issue of sacrament and ordination as a bone of cum union (7, ¥). 
Positively, it expresses appreciation of the fact that BEM is h opcn lo" a 
sacramental undemanding of ordination CZjft-p- Bui it S 4 km heLimies 
evident that mere opett/uss to a sacramental understanding is not 
LitL'i) u ulij . The Vatican document calls for a clearer statement of ihe 
sacramental dimension of the church as thm comes to particular 
expression in the ordained ministry . specifically in tls authority f.26). A 
fundamental issue is al stake here, namely, the relation of (he ordained 
ministry to Ihe whole people of God, 

What then h tncanl by the sactamentiGiy of ordained mirdttry? 
The Vatican document describes the ordained ministry as “an effective 
and sacramental reality" through its celadon to Christ, who is conceived 
of as an archetype (29}. By virtue of this sacramental reality the minister 
ads in persona Chrbti. This is elaborated in a striking manner. The 
Vatican describes the sacramental ity of ilte ordained minister in a way 
that ts reminiscent of the conception of Christ's cucharistic presence. 
There the real presence of Christ is (bought to he secured only by a real 
change in the elements. Regarding ordained ministry, the Vatican states 
that "we should not hesitate to sec something of Christs real and 
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KaeRunentul presence in the ordained minister: h pariicuhir sign unit mu 
others” (25), The Vatican document fails it) articulate the nature of 
t hi isl 's real presence in the otdaiiieil miittsler. It discs, however. insist 
that the pi iesthnod of the faithful and (he hierarchical pji&slhood diffei 
from each other not merely in degree but in essence (30). Although Ihis 
statement stems from the Second Vatican Council, it must he noted that 
there it Lines not stand in the context of a real presence m the ordained 
minister analogous to that in the cucharist, Thus, the Second Vatican 
statement emi be understood to mean that the hierarchical priesthood 
fulfills ii special role, which ns such differs essentially from dial of the 
priesthood of the failhfuE. As it stands in the present Vatican response, 
the essential difference cannot help but place the ordained ministry in a 
higher ontological rank. This suggests that the presence of Onist is 
more real, or more intense, in some than in others Av urnue o[ 
ttrttiiniiii >a.. This Const met ion, cannot help but frustrate from the outset 
a wish expressed in the Vatican response: "13 y stressing the sacramental 
as peel that marks a person before (iinl and the communily. wo do not 
want to separate [lie minister from the communily or exalt him above it. 
because we fully agree with the strong connection Ihc document make}; 
buhvfon the ordained ministry and the Cdtlmuntly" (25). The under- 
standing of ordination presented in the response need not sc pttntit' 
ordained ministers from the community, but M does m essence wail 
them above the community. 1 ' 1 Moreover, this understanding of ordina- 
tion further complicates the issue of the ordination of women by 
compounding arguments bused on tradition with those based on 
Chrifi[o!{igy, J * 


" A Mir Lmsinrt plarijur, l|w Vplpf^a rtsplAstf. B iTlhUBl ihiH H ukl (tmcM. lllUMU^I 
lev? *l-vl rtly , irk (jfJfc'Af, ilainily, lulwrtn lliv i :illm|i ->1 ihc wliuk: prnplL - ut ( kid ;iml thu 
| ■ii'iil M in iiiul niLc uJ l]|C nnliins^J tnirtibln,-. Thin, jn Mil ValiLnn rc^'H-irttu , qrf 1C find* 
idflLcnwnLi cliiil itortic i.h> :j I hrmaiLu ;i ccr t:i-n pfimiLL'V or even jmisiiiuMii y til (hu 
minklnr or all hcflcUcH. Affirming S&ftt'n cvn-ptiiKlh Ort Ihc diverw mid cnmfilcrtiPTHrLry 
lyEt* ttwh ihc SjhhI hestow* cm Lhc Crtlira tom nmikly., ihc Villain ctfrnaitftls lh?l ihw 
giEU imd tfurisfflR "kmu llic buchunnind kir ull ininisLricF in Ebr church" (2H). Aside tft m 
chu f»cE EbiiC ihc Iccm "bude^ruu nd k ill I Etw w-mi k . the ■•v,iy i ■■ whfcli I hc vfiVilndt) irtlnisLry 
Niihscquunliy cinmcA 1ft Iht F'nrcjjcrDurwl Icrwls lu undermine Ihc iniienl iffiruUtiQlti u( <hc 
blgtilllcanK u[ Ihc ihic^Lmwl oE uLl bclkverh. 

Oei ilk- mukc-ii iindirifj, of ufJ Inal ion pEntificcU hi Elw Vallcim doe u mini, t\w pri«E k 
ic^irdcil — liy virtue , net d\ pcmmal dlspci^ilicm . hurt nf KflL'rum^rnlJil ordirMticra “Hi 
pnvilc^^'-iuoFCpiHlkNiiEvifK'ii'T-csciKc.cni vhIikIi Chu uaiimcnlul rwilily irf the cucharitfl 
amt LKun the Kn^r-nmc iiIjiI pretence ur thrisL Lo Lhc FnHhful defend. MkhaM. ttiWJ^mifc 
csptilfia lh« lmdcrvlambn^ u* fclktM, V. chre |4LKtli.mMiL| hflcrrfiw of t'hrbE n ihc L-[fc<| 
£tf lhc ptfcflt'i iMhrii, hflic^on hiis mcTiimcnlP-l ictitionshif lo flirisi” Tttwfr 

17 JVE. 

J1 UcjiiTiininriidhwn. Ihc Vitranmpomr Lnkeis is^tic ^?Lh ihc reference in flh'A-f in 



702 . 


CitrtkiiK VANOEErtrELDE 


The US response does noi Oca I directly wj Hi [lie issue of the 
sacramentality of ministry. Arguments from silence enjoy a dubious 
status. Considering the nature of the response, however, <h.Ls silence 
speaks volumes, It indicates that, unlike (he Vatican reponsc. the U.S, 
document finds no need lo close REM's ■'openness 1 ' on tins question. 
Again,, this does not mean that the L ,S document in any way denies 1 he 
notion of the real presence of Christ in the ordained minister. 13-ut it 
places it in a raucli broader context, In a suggested revision of REM. it 
affirms that Christ, besides being present in ;l unique mode in the 
eueharist, is "‘really present" in various modes. The wav in which the 
L .S, response affirms that the presiding minister ’'ton" ss taken up in 
lhe wondrous presence of Christ is remarkable: 

Ik is iilivayi present in l he body of Lhe lauhful giifhered in his name 
fcf. Mat 1S:2P); present also in fiis. Word, proclaimed by the wiiness of 
[he Strip! ures lieilI lhe piLMLiiina uf [ha miij.hty eicLs uf Ci i.k]‘ present luo in 
his iViinisteY who presides (|*J. 

The contrast to the Vatican response is even more obvious in the 
wav ihe U.S. document deals with one of the central issues in the 
Vatican's content about the sacramentality of ordination: authority. On 
this issue (he U.S. response names in ei direction lluit is LtLa metrically 
opposite lo that of (he Valiean. Whereas the Vatican wishes to sharpen, 
wiih ihe ^ff«=cr of bolstering, lhe unique authority of the ordained 
ministry, the IJ.S. response tones REM down on this score. REM 
speak* unproblcmatically of Christ conferring lhe authority he has 
received from the Father on ministers through the act of ordinal ion. 
The U.S. response suggests that this he revised, so thui Chrisi is i^iui p> 
receive “ full" authority from the Father, while he confers liis authoriiy 
''in some measure” on (he ordained. Later, it further qualifies this 


dmirchci Ihail "hold tbnUlw [radii Urn of Ihv ihurah in i fnv lOpinl |she ■ irdi ml-.i hh:i <nf ifc<HiL£ti | 
mu 54 Wi'A he chunked . The Vndcari i;-ntnmuntr 7| “In i.iurvit: - w\ v-xkiLLI*: hiucl - u'jijuiilIC [0 
iTi^t wc h?ve nn ^ulliEinLy lo duis^T il 1 ftidtt vx, ThtH^vl ic hclungS lo iJlf aponohic 
Era JiiUxii ci i eMm diutdi 1- {Ifl' a . iTi. Joak M. McGuere poinL ^ oal ihai [Me- wans to be u 
"kss nil.indllI pwlidbiiiofi i linn lIul of (tic Decknaii&ii <wi Jhe of J^r Adtna*mf* of 

Women 10 r he Minisuriol PrksrAttod" tfifumnarcffl Tscndi 17 |l¥8Hl; -31h 

Earlier. Ilic Vatic nr rcsptfnw nppenh, wishful Further d^bcwntjcin, au f:hcfcsto3ojjy: 
"V.t: rcmgrasC ln.lv ihnt chi,! cEpuTiimCL k\ cJiubJics which pruakc lI:-_- ocduiaLjon nf 
wnniL:ii CQHS(iliHftf iticvliahly :i chnLlcfl^c- h? ism awn [Xfricitifi. As chu same l ime wc beLievc 
[h;ii i I l'-tl- sin; 1 1 1 1 1 1 l'i jj.tu j L ijdidcs roofed no! ofiLy in Lhe undcr&iandhig of tradiLioa. bu.1 nlso 
lie i;il SurapiuT-us ec^uJiB^ ChriiEolo(jy which tic tit the heart OL oar EOavLcHMSTlE ;ind 
unduriliLii-.l iiht: vhbL|l tl'^ailI Ln l1li_ adittlfciklfll of >l03Ml:il ICi Liu.' i>i JilifiLiJ ulilusll y" 
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authority by cmph asizing I bat those Jidminislcring it arc accountable to 
God and exercise it ttndvr the wont of God (Ifl). 3- 

timely related to Elm issue ot sacramental ordination is that of 
episcopal succession. In a rather tortuous manner, BEM attempts to 
bring; the churches who divide on this issue to mutual acceptance of I he 
validity of each other's ministries. While expressing a great deal of 
appreciation fur BEM's attempt. the Vatican response insists that 
ministry 1 is valid only by valid ordination. It declares flatly, "ordained 
ministry requires sacramental ordination by a bishop standing in the 
apostolic succession" {36), Furthermore, (he Vatican insists not merely 
on agreement among the churches on I his score; “For us it is not only 
agreement on the question of apostolic succession, hut also being 
situated within it that is necessary for recognition of ordinal ion" 
(38-39), This wording suggests that (he ministry of other churches 
cannot be considered valid until validated by the Roman Catholic 
church, or perhaps by the churches of the Orthodox communions, 
This rather rigid approach to the mutual recognition of ministry 
stands in stark con I rant to a more promising suggestion found in other 
parts of Hie Vatican response,- 3 * 1 Elsewhere, it does not begin by calling 
into question the validity of ministries Ihat do not stand wiihin the 
episcopal succession. One might call this an approach from above, i,c>, 
from the viewpoint of episcopal succession. Rather, it proceed*, from 
beneath, i.e., from the real com m uiaon that already exists between 
churches and ecdcsia.1 communities. From that vantage point, the issue 
of the validity of ministries outside of “episcopal succession" look* less 
form id able. Accordingly, the Vatican document suggests that the real 
communion that already exists Implies a recognition of the cedes ial 
reality of the other, thus opening a window to recognizing the validity of 
the ministry within tlutl calcsial reality (36), JT 

lk Tlik eraifihiLsih cm (he cjscreiK- uulhnri-ly undnT itis -^srJ tcftiimki one of (he 
itaKffytitiji or Lite u-adilnfi office In the dwrunienL un RcvcUuiort pwimil^kd by iti u 
ScttHid Vatbm CLiMneiS. Tlicre we read (tisM H this Dcodhtflg -fltfta aiflUt above ihe wnEd ol 
Ck*l p hue ierv£& fat (Dei' Vethwit. no, 1L). 

* Jl tcmpifang m tr^ u. (wk lernldn -well -as- ihk Lo Ihc rtflobofilititti id ihu Iwq 
V alican -OEcnrie^. Instrudkic wirh m^iink analyviK may he, it would si ill hiivc in corfiG Lo 
(emu wfui (he aignifkarK-c rtf Ihc vmkan iropotw ii fiends. 

v Cf. die eoiwtrucdvc approach wj.iii ift gn^udkily by ik- Eulefit Orthodox 

RfQiian tiLlhoEic Ifrluleral CcinHiilfliinn. FVhtt “-{n> Hie aptiftolktly of ministry r 

^cnernlly seem iScrivsil from* i\k mniimiity of 1 he mrtirtiuiiitjf he *i vtfinfe in Jiposlolifc hit 
arud fmthi (be HiccuHkm of mmisltn. in cifljjnc \% nrtrmdlly agreed Co be suborfiniHe to thnt 
ccckaial apmtolicaty; (1?) npusmbcicv wums to conwi mure in Fidelity Lis the aposLlus' 
pfwluiiiu(km :md wj-ipcsa chnm in -arty fcnrn ^ luindnnji. Wrtm unity tffke" [Sbftwmwf ^ 
\lVKl]: SI), 
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While in the Vatican document this approach from below stands in 
tension wilh the more aloof approach from above f the U.S response 
proceeds resolutely from below. Appealing lo the real but imperfect 
communion that already exi-sis between the Catholic Church and other 
communions, I he U.S. response suggests that the Catholic Church 
recoenize two degrees in the recognition of ordained ministries': on the 
one hand, ihc recognition of the real und full ministry of those ordained 
within episcopal succession: and, on the other, the recognition of real 
but not full apostolic ministry of word, sacra me ns and service, it is easy 
to object of course that the recognition of not-ful! apostolic ministry is a 
dubious gesture. One can also focus on the fact that is does involve ihe 
recognition of a “real 11 apostolic ministry. In other words, the judge- 
ment that the couth i mil ion “real but not full'' is impossible opens up two 
opposite possibilities: one can proceed from the description ’‘not full' 
and call into i[ne.stion ihc validity of ministries oulside of episcopal 
succession, ur one can proceed from the description “rear and reassess 
the “not full” of other ministries. By proceeding from the unity and 
communion that is given wiih baptism into Christ, the approacii from 
heluw creates openings for the mutual recognition of ministries., 


F'Cumeitiail Options ni ihc Crossroads 

The Vatican response to the major ecumenical issues which we 
have examined makes clear Ihfii this document reveals a Church that 
stands at an Important ecumenical crossroads. The question remains , in 
what direction docs this document point? [here are at least three 
options. One direction is marked by a sign Ihat reads “dead end”. In the 
opposite direction one finds the warning. "Danger. Steep Precipice! 1- 
Straight ahead a sign indicates a winding road, some danger of falling 
rucks. but with as destination point „ greater visible unity. The more 
precise Identity of these paths will become clear in the following attempt 
to assess the direction indicated by the Vatican response. 

Citing the many positive comments regarding BEt W, one could 
argue that the Vatican document clearly points in the direction of 
greater unity. There is no question that this Vatican affirmation of large 
parts of BEM is significant. Nevertheless one cannot assess the overall 
direction of this document simply by tallying the negative and positive 
comments concerning BEM . A more important factor is the approach 
and attitude of one church towards other churches, especially when 
disagreement looms. Even positive comments can lose their potential 
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effect when they lire encapsulated within an approach that is not 
ecumenically open. 

Viewed from this perspective, the Vatican response displays many 
turn signals that point ominously in the direction of the road marked 
no ftxif to an ecumenically dead end street. Let me give some reasons 
for this assessment. The first two are of a somewhiM methodological 
nature. 

First, as we pointed out, this document totally ignores the ecumeni- 
cally most promising notion of the Second Vatican Council, namely, 
that of tlie hierarchy of truths, I do not wish to suggest that the term 
itself is felicitous, nor even to present its substance as a eathoiicon for 
ecumenical inertia. Nevertheless, this notion provides a way for the 
churches to move to greater unity without insisting on consensus on 
every poim of doctrine that one of the churches considers important. 
The contrast between the approach of the U-$. bishops and that of the 
Vatican demonstrates how, without a framework such as that of a 
'’hierarchy of truths", the path to unity is blocked. 

Instead of lieing guided by a notion that makes it possible to deal 
constructively with differences without compromising the specific tenets 
of one's own communion, the Vatican response frequently closes the 
discussion by insisting on consensus on its own terms,' ' ' In fact, instead 
of working with a notion such as a hierarchy of thulhs, the Vatican 
response at one point appears to discard it. Ifi (he conclusion of its 
response* the Vatican insists that “the truths of faith are not divided 
from one another" but “constitute an organic whole" (40). This premise 
forms the basis for the conclusion (ha! "full agreement On the sacra- 
ments is related to agreement on the nature of the church". As Such 
these statements arc irue. The point at issue, however, is whether the 
Vatican response takes into account that, Eliough obviously interre- 
lated, these truths “vary in their relationship to ihe foundation of the 
Christian faith", Without that recognition, the emphasis on the insepar- 
ability and organic unity of the truths of faith comes to mean that one 
treats the doctrine of the real change, for esampie. as if it were of the 
same moment for church unitv as the affirmation of the real presence of 
Christ, 


21 Concerning Lhe problenislienalure of the Leon, see i!il- □rriek menmswied inmUL ]K 
above. 

As Juan MeGuntE observes, on Pie whole "the jifJiu-iice of others |i.c., arher CaLlJi 
communiuns| on Ihe Vatican^ response docs n<n seem rmdblv ipjiarcnt..." {Ecumemcoi 
Tfcndi 17 II9BS1: 41). 
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A second reason for misgivings abuui the Vatican response Is 
closely reinsert to the above, ll concerns she standpoint from which the 
Vatican evaluate* HEM. The Limn document itcliheruU'ly asks She 
churches to assess “the extent to which your ehureh cun leenguUe in this 
text the tiii I h til i tie Church through the ages 1 ', Is dots nut ask the 
churches simply to proceed from its dogmas, using ihem as unques* 
sinned criteria tbr measuring where H ESI is up to pur and where it 1 eh 1 1 s 
short, Anther HEM challenges the churches to place themselves under 
the judgement of a tradition tli.Lt is us some sense river and beyond each 
church, Although the Vatican response often refers to the apostolic 
tradition, is frequently proceeds simply from Catholic dogma, i 1 1 iLium Lujd 
where ike document is or is not accept able, Thereby il in effect 
identities ( nlhoUc dogma with (he faith of the church throughout the 
apes,' 1 ' I Tie Vatican response gives the Impression, as Joan McGuire 
observes, “that the Taiih and Order Commission asked if the text 
reflects the leaching of your church, rather than if it reflects the failb of 
the Church thmoughout the BgcsV 

The problem ih.ii this point of view entails for ihe way in wlueh a 
church approaches other cam mu niorrs can he illustrated hy returning to 
the Vatican's positive comment on HIM us a whole that we cited 
curlier, 1 ' At the beginning of its response the Vatican indicates that in 
its estininiion die acceptance of HEM by various churches and ceetesial 
emu mutinies would represent an important step forward on die mail to 
church unity. Although positive, this comment Hikes on dirferciU lone 
when one realizes that ihe Vatican nppeLift to be using two standards. 
From the response as a whole it becomes abundantly dent thin although 
ihe Vutican anticipates and welcomes the acceptance of HEM iiy other 


" Wh;ii ruiiLRiiih huplidl in Ihu Viilmin il i x t i m i 1 1 1 is tiiniV m ill* Uriiish 

"l-'m us t| |itiu Ffi\f l|lkMh»ii uisifcr umbkknitkiri ju^ru ) kimihl ifwiin llw 

t'JlCHl tn Vfkkh m" I - L i^t. I | j; I h . f -l' Ilk twi\\\ l?r tfh 1 I'nllhrili: {'Ikltdl lift tllC t'nllviJIJfiflt 
l^'rspcmlvus huinU in (hi: |7N:'Jf] kxi" ( Jf ft U\ |iy«fi]:WLh 

■ Enmtnkiti Tmith, 1? ( I'^Hn Jl . W^U Ln imLvhimjl nl Ik 1 |Mihln s ;iLiLin^r l he VjiMlmh 

n-ipniiiLj;. ^'l 1 1 1-'. m M hlfllVL 1 !, ll^.iin^l pnuhuly lllh ,fc|*|Hikn:lL. &|*.'llklfl£ Ll I Ihu 

quUKlifln puL US the LhuFtfm^ in Ilk 1 - HUM jmJiiLL:, hu- huy^ H "I In- diin^-L ii Mini Ilk: tihiirub^ 
will limply ri'Mirt m Mi* unmluidt chi'y jitl: vmhi m 111 .il mi ^nk. ih.n h \*y my ilh.il Mm '.s* ill 
life unfivu rfltflfcv *l-htum«ril hi i\w (Iplll tlKh n^n cvinlVwkiniiL fH^iilnnk. Thm frill 
tint dm for I he Mffifk r-fiiy'ii Itiul lui'k im NfipMiKh t Rmmk hi W.M ffttfv: llidr owji 
nlk|tJ oomfflumctll lu ihu ^mni'iikiM rmiwmait y-nU (hi: nuu uc^ *.\i Shi: hiUjiitkni chin khh 
been cmicd hy \\w iip|>cirfiiriLu i?r (hu ^Niwruvifev icklv (hl Mmur.i. i-'^im, od Ti 

f iii'/N.'J'ir J ‘■rb'.l'inri'j!. r . m fiW'httt'Vi* \tt\tl sVr.iffltJi 4 f' '1 Stittiv t hv ihr 

t'irfl ofk Twttttgkvt .V-jrirTM fit ytwitnrjr'ii -\ .1 ntiiiiiL, Ml? Umivunily Vw-b ^1 Anic-rkfl, 
LOWiL tf). 

1 5kc pp. fNl j tfy2 
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communions an a gri^m step forward, the Vatican itself is by no me^irth 
prepared Id Hike Ehut step, Such acceptance is mi of the truest ion , ot 
course, because of the tacit nnil uncritical identification of its own 
position with iht apostolic faith/* From that vantage point REM falls 
short, but its acceptance by oihei communions would nevertheless 
mean a step forward because for them this would indicate closer 
proximity to the apostolic faith. From the Vatican perspective „ the Lima 
document is regarded sis a way station &o we where beneath its own 
position. Hut since other communions have not yei readier even l his 
waystaiinn. their arrival is welcomed as a step forward. H From its own 
standpoint, a Vatican ’Acceptances or BEM cannot hut appear us a step 
backward ^ The discrepancy between the 'Acceptance’ 1 which she 
Vatican welcomed on the pan of others and its own stance with respect 
to BEM illustrates the danger of proceeding from oik’s own position as 
the norm. Despite the best intentions, thin approach envisions unity as u 
movement of others towards a fixed point, 1 " in this case, the Vatican 
14 mJerfil an ding of church and fuitli. Although this Approach is tempered 
by other impulses, it is implicit in some of the basic assumptions of the 
Vatican response., 


" I In: jESflc is nr. i whcilh^j Lite Vuhcbii <n»ukl rewomihly k- LAj^rriciS limply 1u accept 
I lif Lima ifncumcnt. The pmhkjiijri^HftnJy uihCfl , gjrvcil lit poHLion. fil dPCfc iwelconic UKtl 
hL'L^prunce Ivy ellier uyinhajvtiofls M li si*p 

1 Th» ippmuch fiihLs nn liWfUdivc {mid ml NimlugNi. inttiici parallel in n ruviuw,. 
written tutu* UiuJi a uujiiier ef UCcndUfy np», hy a Ktmulrl CHltodklbcdtipin nr n btiuk by 
Ihe [Ikh Prntgslfim Liwnle^nn, Max TllUtlAN: n'Ehure Iin. 1 Lwu wiiys in mliu'li a Cmhnhi: 
ruaikr en n sue I ha hook wraieil by II iVtmSBintr nlher lie pid^rt it fcftm I he point nf view 
rtf CuihuUc onbodeiy ami ihif-l udrnil Ihal it Is far remuraJ, cji lie cwnpurcs it wilh I he 
dPCtrlnCLif «A huentgc htridtnilE n rid retinriiric* llial It is Ihe ruKulLtfTncdfihiikrablu effinl 
lo come dowr ili (hu CfllhiTilic pwickrfih fClutul Uoykr, ;i CcnlCr of tinmen- 

ipim, JJstitQS 13 (1%]), 1U SifjfiLlH.uiin.ly, i\w lvH.it, jn qHu&LiLin it ikHitud ns u^ini^nifeiis; 
f}\r Yuibic Unify it/ Ckrhmni tttui 

lh Stinpl v i ■: s 71 LM h, uf course. tfu| o\ iliu question Mm nlii uise hmv uhuruh 

The lurm itself It irulicdlk* nf iui upprenuN io Hf:M ilur M eoUPMfcftJly fnmlutf. 1 use Ihe 
lenn "luxepl" h ure tinly kuuube it is npplkil in tNc Vatiunn rc^penM tnorhcrcuflirnLinjuru. 
The PEtKEHi engined by RUtfi nnd Order is nul McpLiora hul Tucc pliujr (S , £W l prufuee 
x\. On rccrplion, p^l l , far ejuimpk. Win jam A. Rum u, Rti tpiioti! Ati EcoMPnicirl 
Opp&riut\iry h Phriindulpliiii: r'nrlftsh. 

u Whnl Jwoi McOiiihi. **m ru^tirdine i\m VuiKdn runpt^ibe to mtruury npplic^ io Lire 
slt^ynk'rtl ak*i Wtiotc: "The VotKfln'H pfK’itivr iippniiMl q[ ministry pmvIilfiKolhcrdioiefics 
w\th Eiuinv iTim^ro^mnlive pM^tdinf^. Et ljtckh fa perhiiu'-, ImrufiirrMlive pri^hln^ for lk“ 
CdthidK ( ImrdL Ni'verthuluM, lh \i Jiuli»£nL wkidi tulUiw.h thu ruspunu.^ j.ii-I I lie secriHar- 
mt r s eshorlfltton 'in ^Miionie lh \i ■ li.i !■ ipuc Uv Itie unity o\ finlli ... ns w? niuve on* .mi full 
COfniflbnlcn 1 muy LhUU Mkj protniic Tor aiL'U iTnEuftinrutlan" fEcimmiml Tr^mis E7 
43)i As tht: StaJrld ViHkan'scGumenKfll eliartui Nut rijjNlly^mpNnwwiL Ilk 1 puh! UwnriH 
visible luiity m *me af inner -cmLwr^iem-. iLruLtunil UTHJwal, nml unnlmnal ruNmnntion fw 
it|L the tNuTiiibgs ^rjfpufa krdtfUf^nlhi fhw ft, 7>. 
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Admittedly, lli^ operation which Bfi.M enjotiiH is no I easy. To 
proceed from u position of non- -identity, to attend to ;i norm beyond and 
over every 1 radii ion, one I hat calls every communion inlo question — 
l his is a lull order Jor any church That endeavor to honour iKe 
trulh-ehnnis of doctrine, and tr fortiori tor communions that claim u> 
embody the fullness of the church. Vet- to be convinced that this 
operation is not an impossible feat wilhiri die Catholic tradition, one 
need only consider the approach of the U.S, rc^pon*c„ 

Tlhrd, peril aps the must powerful factor lhal corrtnbuies lo the 
impose towards which ihu Vatican report pohns is lhe claim — whether 
explicit or implicit — of any one church to fullness- Although the 
terminology may be Roman Catholic (or Orthodox), the claim is not. 
Many traditions identify l heir own -church with the church in its fullness. 
The toad to Christian umtv remains blocked, until all clmcches give U[i 
such claims.” 

It is crucial, however, that (his claim be relinquished for the right 
reasons A short-sighted and calamitous reason would be relativism. It 
reasons as follow*: because we cnnnol agree on iKl: ‘"iruihs of fakir. wc 


11 From Lite Roman Caiholk viewpoint a contfrucrive contribution arajkl bo made, on 
Lhe h u hi c of C'VjrJdi'Lj ttfriimegmio. by upplyino, i he Jr fano-dt jure djs-ri ncrion (JnttaSs 
Rtdtftifgftitk* dearly attribulcs fullness Lo the fbmdri CjiI hotir Ch jrch {nos. 3 . -I l . AL I he 
^ame rime, ihz* documenri lI mils new paths hi tcc^iuzinp Uhccceksiat difatmicHn^ present 
lil Mrp.ii .-.L.-d faith eiiQiimirilks. Thii recognition cannot buL place Lhe claim 10 fuhnetr in a 
ne^ Ischr {Mmnu Rerfmtfgfatto maker a li-gnificanc poinl rug^rdiou thr ^ ariou?. ckmejWs sr 
cndswmenls thal build up and vivify the church. After recepman Ehnl Hibc emki^uicnih 
do csiM outside the Cuthnlic diuidi, Hie ducumenl insists ihul llicy bekmg "by n^u Co the 
ync Church vT ChriaL- ( Umti\ Rrdi/itr&tiftio , m, 3 Lvun if v-v assume for Ihu momtnl 
Hun llu: Roman Caflhalic Church is meant hero. Ehu cmphsisK ™ Jc fir^r is npnHksirii . h i* 

.if Li iursL: ill^iliinulL 1 4li ,app::;il In u Jr jJrr iir J r.’-: :■■ ilmlinrlii'wi JimplixIiLaLh ■ '3 !k VaSbcsn 

d&cuiQLHEt- do also a^erihe riUlrtta /uCJu to the CflLlicJic Ctiutefa. NtvenbLk-a. to 
ri.coe.niii.- the -picycncc oJ eoclcsiaJ el emeriti that rightly la ihc (CuborlkJ Church Co 

be presenl in com mum lies thit arc Leparajcdfrom it h amnlicjlh lo acknowledge that such 
fullnc-sti*, in i^>mc decree, fln^cd The decree un ccnmcruEoi ccinfinns Lhi^ ir>dirc(1iv 
it slaEcn ihil. because cJ lhe dii'idon* smonn churches, lhe Cuitioljr Church -dLndF- it more 
rfiHiailri Icicsprc?^ in m\uz\ iife tier fullrarttolRilYiri nil itt^spt'cLt^fC'Viriaru fl!r^M^^rrp. 
ru. 5] . Only by an urtificial dbLincLion brL^ cc-n- liic enprcvfRm uudc^rncc o[ Tullncs^ could 
one maintain LluU the claim to Tullne^i ii wholly unaifeeled by ihc rum ceumcniGil p^lli^ 
churlcd by Valkan tl. 

ft 1 e more lively, or course, lhal ibe Decree oq Ecumenem hcie deEberatetv bpcak-s oT 
fhc "one church- of ChristH in dlEtincsi™ Emm the +Romotri Catholic Oiunchw {see 
J(me,vn^]ls Fucn in Coftmcftwry m rAic of JJ, vot. 2. cd. HiiP?hm 

VowjKlh i.bx iMontrcalS Palm Publishers^ ILWKj. 75). In shut cuic. ruJIncss coo can be 
niicriVKyl ks the CalholB^liunrii by virtue or ih piiTiicipuciofi m * the -one Chorch oF Chnsl^. 
As the nuhMBiuiiiin^f “SuWsI^ Fnr Iw RHmr'wnri'cj il no. 4; Lwftvti CrrrJfnpr 

nn. K) inifliR.-;! Il:v, sqlIi p;imeip:Hi<>n m^l ^nty 1np£iliCT th -n Lher QtrifUm comunm^ms. 
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conclude c(i;ii no one has access n> iruili; lei us, 1 he reform, l;cy aside all 
truth claims and work together as best we tan. Here, beyond die 
precipice, yawns the abyss. Stilling itself blind tit some communions" 
proud claim m pax, was the truth, ihe relativist option loses sight of the 
truth thett claims a.x. As a result, I he relativist abandonment of the claim 
to ecclesial fullness lends to spiritual emptiness. It rolls Christianity of 
its vitality, and transmutes ecumenism into a purely pragma lie en- 
deavor. It may achieve unity, tun the tiuily achieved is not worthy of the 
name church. 


'[here are better reasons for giving up the claim to fullness. First of 
alt, Jilt hough the New lest anient a&rihc!; Fullness to the church, in an 
important sense fullness remains an eschatological reality, The letters to 
the Ephesians and Colossi ans ascribe fullness to God and to Christ, as 
well as to i he cnimmuuty of On ist-fol lowers ( Eph. E :32; 4: 13; Col. I; |9j 
2: I| J) Etui "fullness" k, not simply ,i ’'possession ", In Ephesians, believers 
arc called to grow up Into the fullness of the stature of Christ [ 4 : 13 : cf . 
3:19) Surely, ikn fullness wilt not be realised until tile eschatoii. If lias 
is so. all communions arc pilgrims on the road to fullness. 

3 hit there is another mason for relinquishing the el nun to fullness. 
Let us assume for the moment that the fullness ascribe iE to the body of 
Christ in Ephesians cun be mi problematically churned for the church. 
Even then this claim can Ik made only for the My — singular — of 
Christ, It is impossible to make this claim for any particular part of the 
body of Christ, which, in the words of J.M.R, Ti Hard, is '"broken in 
pieces 1 '. IH or, in the words of John Calvin — spoken long before the 
chui eh had been splintered into the more I Iran 2, IKK) pieces culled 
■'denominations' 1 — exhibits ''only the broken pieces of a torn budy , \" J 
When the author of Ephesians speaks of the length and breadth and 
depth of the love of Christ, he indicates ih:ii ihis is beyond our 
experience and knowledge. Never the less he prays that Christ- followers 
may grasp it. 11 is not surprising, however, that he prays that they may 
grasp it " together with ail the saints ' — and then adds, ''ihat you may be 
filled with nil ihe fullness of Clod'" [Ijpb, 3 : 17 - 11 ?), S-imLSurly „ when he 
insists that ihe purpose of all ministry m ihe faith-community is to grow 
up into the fullness of Christ, he links this immediately to * unity in the 
fetith", Whatever there is to he experienced of the fullness of Christ 


18 "Oik ttiurvli nftUi.1 lliv I hurrh KwkLin in PJiiEqi", tine in t irtin 1 7 1 1'JHi )■ 212, 
' J CileJ in Wii.I.Uh J. John Cmlnta A ttrtrtvifJl CfflftioJ Ptirirgh (N^w 

Yoitl OJitofd, I'iHK), 2(5. 
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now L it cam he esperieneed only lo^eiher. Ji is a mi irony that. w hil-e 
Ephe<iia.% conteiv^ or ministry tn lerni of unity, some communions — 
primarily by virtue of certain forms of mim'sin — claim fullness at the 
expense of other communions, so that "fullness'' becomes u burlier la 
unity Rightly considered, fullness impels u> — out for — unity. 

Standing at an ecumenical crossroads, the Vatican response points 
to a road that is strewn with major obstacles to church unity, some so 
large that they appear to render the road impassable. Yet. this need mil 
translate into pessimism for three reasons: 

Pi Rt, we may trust that the eornmiimem of the Vatican to the unity 
of the chinch professed in this document and attested to by its scry 
existence is real and itreveisiWe. 1 

Second, such commitment cannot but discover the fullness of the 
one church that mnv subsist in, but cannot >t;np!v iK identified Willi, the 
Catholic Church. 

Third, given this commitment, the Vatican appeal to the reatih of 
the communion — and thus of the [mill — ihal is given in Christ 
redirects the momentum of ecumenism aw as from the road marked “No 

dP 

tz3.it", awaj 1 from the dead-end sheet ot uncnlhul self- -idcnlificalLoih 
and towards the difficult bus passable road that affords glimpses ot the 
found iiiiun uf ibe Chiistmi fuiih. Tlii* will happen orolj if all commun- 
ions acknowledge that mam of the ""tnitbs" about which they differ do 
not much the bean of the faith, that sootf are built m other fiMinda- 
liom, and I bat mJjty of ibe “truths” they hold m common converge in 
ibe only true foundation for the untiy of ih t church. 

Instil ulc for Chrimhan Studies (i£ORGE YaNDIJIVELDL 

Taranto 

" 3 d miliFiTutkra be Kflhd, llie fsltoraisig di^ncrii iJwitjIdi sudfke. The Po(e 
LvnM^Lnllj Sh:: urfKiicy *a| ^ Cof*ttdcr_ Ew CTJFTipk. feb 

UaCcitwfil al Lbc IWtf hilraoiciarun Sinod nl Ith^upi: "Th c rctii nation <iif unit} mij.^s he 
jiNwe dl d tenoiabOn isi ibe ehikt dunenmn tlw Cbradiau lift — a *h;i£fbcarlcd 
pfTWfl il commiumnc HI Jtitfb CtiiWI w hkh indL>> ifllflkiaMe am ■urpasalxra tinn 

« h-H.i shire that 00 mEiis Lucent " ( t. yu 15 j Mtt5|. -*y l See aku rhe \i item, mi hn ih$ s^tk jd 

itself: "Artec ibe se Zti I £ir* HC cJJI affidrt itul ccunKorun hi* ln^iihcd iL-ulf tfecpJv an4 
inddlhl^ Ln ihir ol lk' diurL-b. W r htubujn arfknlLv delate ltu-1 Ihc 

fonaaiiftktfi ahcaiK 4nnliTi2«]lb nun i "alhriwr ami flmnwiiifh’i mtiiflL »llll ihe 

frf God, asniiL- 10 die pflmf of full ranmun™" (Of^rv 15 |l^j: 44*Il 

Aiilnisiu^ a f J uilSi MBlhl dtfcgptknL dhe Pope *iaSes_ ' mitu iastH -sec in due 

K-mnnaum u m ifk Catiwhc CTnircfa and fmf ill Christian*. This has been 

lSfeil injnv lirratiY,, Ihji cl ■ml kc ^ 4^411, All of l£S. Ofl It^d of ilk CfajELb. itaLnl 
euctittii! -iu!T<h^ |q i^vjI the ot iisibt uoJo is nc >er Eose *f. ind 

k^ilcrnalc palh tn |lm kmA b Ufefl" [StaftoriJS f*N df Chtutonn LnsTi 

infnnnmlkm .^minr f€l ] ]^|, 
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RESUME 

L’csbstcncc cncmt de la Teponse offirielle Caiholiqur Ronisirte an BEM 
marque ujie ££ ape danc Hiistoire do t'oecumenisme cathobiquc, tiji pEus, vu 
car^rtcrc sp^cifique L L t autuntalne „ ce ducumenL l-sI le mdMeUf indicate nr ii 
pf^setd de rapproehe da Vatican a PunitG des £g\im dims 1c cmitexce d« 
disniSHiuEu uecLuu^nique* iL-^Euellos. Son con ir£niL|U£ ol positiF su? tine Ear^c 
$£rie de questions esc remarquaWe- Snns roinimtwr cc5> stgucs despair, larticle 
s h S?tffc prirtdpaLeaii£rtl uux queilioni-cb uij h Vatican diFtere du BE M. La 
nature de ks. dissensions, ct spfrialemcnE la maniere donl la rep^n^c bs abnnie 
[KituTaient, cpi dernicrc analyse, kc ■revebr dedsiveK t^uanL i TiEifluence T^eSb 
que ]e document e\-m-eia suf t’ouvetlure et la direction prise par be Vatican a 
propos de questions- occumcniqncs csscnliclbs. 
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